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This is my Story… 
In the spring of 2007 I went on Erasmus in France, in order to study in another way at another 
place and to improve my French. On arrival everything was expectedly different from what I was 
used to, but I comforted myself with the knowledge that something different was what I had 
wanted to experience in the first place. The difference encountered, however, soon became 
problematic, as the new system, with its inherent norms and values frustrated me, to the point 
where I wondered if being on Erasmus was a quest for learning different things, or a quest for 
learning to cope with difference. Therefore, no more than a week into my stay, I decided to turn 
my initial concerns, into a field of study. This decision made me look at my stay in a different 
way, which somehow alienated myself from the experience I was about to have - forcing myself 
to construct a ‘being on Erasmus’ as student, as well as a researcher. However the 
doublesidedness in my ‘becoming’ proved fruitful, as it allowed me insight into the everyday life 
of the Erasmus students. 
 
I remember my first lesson at the University, the subject was aesthetical anthropology, and the 
class-room was an auditorium. As students slowly filled up the room, the professor came in, said 
good day, took out his notes and began the lesson. I remember being rattled by the fact that the 
professor commenced the lesson without any introduction to the subject; by the way, he left no 
time for questions; and by how quickly he spoke French. My notes were scattered and quite 
frankly incomprehensible as I looked them over at the end of the day. To my left sat a girl with a 
French/Italian dictionary lying on the table, and I felt a sigh of relief, by the fact that I was not 
the only foreigner. In the break I went out to catch some air, and utilized the opportunity to 
approach the girl, and ask her if she was also an Erasmus student. Yes, she responded, thus 
constituting my first personal contact and my first object of analysis. After the class I drove 
home to my 10 m2 student accommodation, with its deep purple and brown wallpaper, the small 
single bed, the sink that let water in, but not out, the bidet that had a disturbing crack in the side, 
and the beautiful view over the mountains. I remember wanting to write my loved ones an e-
mail, but discovering that there was no internet connection. Instead I decided to read a novel by 
an English author - translated into French, and wait for the next day to arise…  
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Abstract 
Since 1971 the European Union (EU) has developed an increasing interest in and vested 
importance within the field of higher education. Within the EU’s policy on education, the 
Erasmus programme (1987-??) takes up an important position, as it is claimed to bring to life the 
European project, through creating European minded students, European cooperation, 
development and exchange. However the EU has no legislative powers within the field of 
education, and must therefore continuously develop new policy strategies in order to achieve and 
manifest their importance within the area of education. When students go on Erasmus they are 
thus positioned within an interconnected reality that is both affected by their home universities 
demands, the university they visit and the EU, which makes ‘who governs what’ difficult to 
pinpoint.  
 
This study seeks to analyse and discuss the relationship between the EU’s policy on education 
and the students’ everyday life on Erasmus. The Erasmus students represent the European youth 
at the frontlines of the unionization of education, and the problem statement of this study is 
therefore: how is youth shaped and reshaped at the frontlines of the unionization of 
education? The aim of this study is to discuss the implications that the EU’s involvement within 
the area of higher education has upon the shaping of the European youth, as they engage 
themselves in the Erasmus programme.  
 
This is discussed through two key chapters of analysis. The first chapter of analysis takes the 
shape of a discourse analysis of the power type of the EU’s education policies. It is an analysis of 
how the policies try to shape the youth of Europe through a soft power type that operates through 
the creation of norms, truths and knowledge about the ‘good European’. The second analysis 
chapter is based upon a five month ethnographic field work amongst Erasmus students in France. 
The analysis focuses on the Erasmus students’ processes of subjection within their Erasmus 
position, - on how youth is shaped and reshaping at the frontlines of unionization of education. 
The Erasmus position is analysed as a position with inherent paradoxes and ambivalences, as the 
youth is positioned as momentary strangers within an educational system. Through mutually 
constituent processes of othering between the locals and the Erasmus students, the Erasmus 
position becomes prevalent as a troubled subject position that needs to be discussed further, if the 
EU’s policies on education are to function as wanted.   
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The study thus exemplifies youth at the frontlines of unionization of education, as a youth 
capable of reshaping its possibility space for manoeuvre as shaped by the EU. However as the 
youth reshape their possibilities for manoeuvre, they position themselves within and between 
categories, and thus they only bring to life the European project within the closed circle of the 
Erasmus students. The study shows that there is not necessarily any link between mobility and 
exchange. The study thus points to the necessity of re-discussing the Erasmus programme as it 
illustrates inherent paradoxes and ambivalences with project Europe. Finally the study points to 
the possibility of developing a new research area within youth studies, as the relationship 
between policy and practice becomes important in the shaping and reshaping of youth. 
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1. Introduction  
This is a study on the relationship between the way the European Union1 (From hereon the EU) 
tries to structure and govern the everyday lives of the youth of Europe through the educational 
programme ERASMUS, and the way the Erasmus students’ everyday lives on Erasmus is lived 
and experienced.  
 
The Erasmus programme is an educational programme that encourages student and teacher 
mobility, and promotes transnational cooperation amongst universities across Europe. The 
programme was launched in June 1987 and 3244 participated in its first academic year. Now, 
more than 1.5 million participants have been on an Erasmus stay, and the programme has 31 
participating countries, covering nine out of every ten European higher education establishments. 
The Erasmus programme is a part of the ‘Culture, Education and Youth’ policy area under the 
Commission, and is the educational programme to have received the most media coverage. It is 
the EU’s flagship education programme, which was overtly manifested by a year-long 
celebration of its successes in 2007 when it reached its 20th birthday. On this occasion the EU’s 
education and training homepage wrote: “ERASMUS has developed beyond just being an 
educational programme. It gives many European university students the chance of living for the 
first time in a foreign country, and it has reached the status of a social and cultural 
phenomenon.” (http://ec.europa.eu/education/news/erasmus20_en.html). The EU continues to 
publish facts and figures, stories and studies about the programme and its positive benefits, and 
hereby positions it as a central component of their higher education policy.  
 
In the spring of 2007 I went on Erasmus in France. Curious of what was to come, and how the 
stay would affect my studies, and personal trajectory, I decided to utilize the opportunity of 
being on Erasmus, to conduct a field study on the everyday life on Erasmus. During my stay I 
gathered empirical material for later analysis, yet unaware of how to critically question the life I 
was living. Centering the production of my material on the thematic of Erasmus, I performed 
eight semi-structured qualitative interviews, months of unstructured participant observations and 
                                                 
1 By European Union is meant all the institutions in Brussels; The parliament, the Council of the European Union, the European Council, the 
European Court of Justice in Luxembourg, the Commission, the Court of Revision, the European Economic and Social Committee, the 
Committee of the Regions, and the European Central Banc. Whenever countries in the European Union are mentioned, they will be referred to by 
name or by reference to Member States (MS). This is analytical divisions, which is entangled and diffuse in real life. However, for the sake of 
analysis, the differences will be clear cut.  
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informal interviews with individuals and groups. From my field study on Erasmus, where 
students lived and studied, I went onwards to the questioning of the EU’s policy on education, 
under which the Erasmus programme is structured. I read policy documents, studies and surveys, 
statistics and stories about higher education as a policy area under the EU, and the Erasmus 
programme as ‘policy coming alive’ through organized and structured student mobility.   
 
Since 1971 higher education has been an area of policy making in the EU, but unionizing2  
education is a sensitive issue, as the Member States of the EU have different educational 
systems, with each their way of organizing and doing things, and with each their ideology on 
what learning is, on the pedagogy of teacher-students relations, national curricula etc. Therefore 
political efforts towards the unionization of higher education systems have resulted in a power 
struggle between European Member States. The Member States have therefore been reluctant to 
hand over any legislative powers on this specific policy area to the EU (Collignon et al, 2005, 7).  
 
As educational matters rest mainly in the hands of the member states, the EU has no legislative 
powers on the education area3. The EU’s policies can therefore be nothing but suggestive, 
propositional and encouraging towards voluntary co-ordination and co-operation4. The 
possibilities of the EU, when it comes to structuring the educational systems and hereby 
governing subjects, are therefore intangible. Consequently the EU must work through and by 
new ways, in order to achieve and exert power in a case were they want to govern, but have no 
government5, turning policy making on education into a messy business. This task is further 
                                                 
2 The concept of unionization, as put forward by António Nóvoa and William Dejong-Lambert, refers to the myriad of processes involved, at 
every level, in the creation of the European Union. (Nóvoa & Dejong-Lambert, in  Phillips & Ertl, 2003 ). 
3 “The Community shall contribute to the development of quality education by encouraging cooperation between Member States and, if 
necessary, by supporting and supplementing their action, while fully respecting the responsibility of the Member States for the content of 
teaching and the organisation of education systems and their cultural and linguistic diversity.” Consolidated Version of the EC Treaty, 2002.  
4 Some critics has even stated, that by endorsing programmes promoting the creation of a European dimension in education, or a European Area 
of Higher Education, the commission is trespassing its founding rule of unanimity, which is the requirement for all the Member States be in 
agreement before a proposal can be adopted. Since the Single European Act the Rule of Unanimity has however applied to fewer and fewer areas. 
In the context of the first pillar, voting by qualified majority is now the rule. The second and third pillars, however, still operate largely according 
to the intergovernmental method and the unanimity requirement, although the Treaty of Nice introduced qualified majority voting in certain 
areas. (http://europa.eu/scadplus/glossary/unanimity_en.htm).  
5 In a Euredocs conference in Kassel, 2006, Magdalena Kolokitha, argued that the Bologna process was the process of governing in a case 
without government ‘Governmentality in a context of governance without government: The case of the Bologna Process’, inspired from this 
speech I’ve inscribed the idea of governing without government.   
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complicated by the conditions of today, where globalisation turns education into an area of 
increased international competition.   
 
It is this complex relationship between the power type of the EU policies on higher education as 
they try to shape, govern and structure the lives of students in Europe through the Erasmus 
programme, and the everyday life of the Erasmus students as it is experienced under the Erasmus 
programme, that the study at hand focuses its analysis on. The relationship between these levels 
becomes relevant to investigate, as the EU grows ever more influential, as the Erasmus 
programme grows more popular and as the world ‘grows’ ever smaller through mobility, 
communication, co-operation and global competition. And while the policy makers think of 
structure and governing methods, whilst spreading the gospel of the EU and its potentials, the 
students think of themselves in the present and future, their dreams and aspirations, ambitions 
and possibilities. 
 
Making policy and everyday practice communicate is an analytic abstraction, made possible 
through the conceptualization of the Erasmus students as the youth of Europe. However, through 
educational competition and cooperation ‘youth’ has turned into an ideological battleground, as 
well as being a period of being and becoming adults and future workers. However far apart the 
levels of analysis might seem, they thus communicate through the Erasmus programme, as it 
attempts to shape youth on policy level and as youth is shaped and reshaping in everyday life.   
 
I have chosen to condense the questions raised in this introduction into one overarching question, 
which this study will try to answer throughout its chapters. It is a question that fixes the focus of 
the analysis on the relationship between the Erasmus programme as policy and power type, and 
the youths lived experience of Erasmus:  
 
How is youth shaped and reshaped at the frontlines of the unionization of education? 
 
This question will be analysed through two key chapters, with each their analytical focus; a 
policy analysis and an everyday life analysis, which will discuss each their part of the question.  
 
- The policy analysis operates through the following research question:  
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What power type does the EU’s policy on education operate through?   
 
- The analysis of the everyday life on Erasmus operates through the following research question: 
How are the youth’s processes of subjection shaped and reshaped in an Erasmus setting? 
 
1.1 Educational Studies and Erasmus  
This study places itself within the area of educational studies, and considers the Erasmus 
programme as a pedagogical praxis, in which the Erasmus students are positioned as the learners. 
Education can be understood as the formal institutionalization of both teaching and learning 
processes, and learning is commonly described as an interpersonal process of change, a process 
that takes place within formal and informal settings. Education, learning and change can be 
conceptualized in a number of ways (Illeris, Gardner, Dewey, Knoop, Summer, Negt, Lave & 
Wenger etc.), and the conceptualization differs from institutions, sciences, and the emerging 
discourses within different nations. This affects the way in which institutions and teachers 
structure opportunity spaces for learning; theorize didactics, distribute resources and educate 
their teaching staff.  
 
Students on Erasmus stays must be understood in relation to their circumstances. They travel 
from one educational system to another, through the Erasmus programme funded and organized 
by the EU. Being on an Erasmus programme is a 4 – 12 month long journey, which does not 
only take place in the classroom. It happens when calling home, when finding friends, when 
feeling lost in the library, when not knowing which step next to take in the myriad of hierarchy 
and bureaucracy in the country of arrival. This positions the students in between different 
disciplinary powers, that all seek to interact with the students and impose their ways upon their 
educational pathways. The students home University expects of them that they engage in courses 
that relate to their original subject. The University they visit expects of the students to engage 
actively in their courses, and pass their exams – on equal terms with their own students. And 
finally the EU has its own agenda of governing the students’ educational pathways through the 
Erasmus programme. This makes the ‘who governs what’, ‘how’ and ‘why’, in our days of 
Unionization and globalization, somewhat more difficult to grasp, than when dealing with one 
nation, one system and one student.  
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Since the Erasmus programme is conceptualized within a European policy framework, divergent 
discourses on learning, education and what constitutes good students are at stake. In consequence 
to this mess and entanglement of divergent discourses within the EU’s educational policy, I do 
not conceive of the Erasmus programme as a standard educational programme with certain 
learning aims, nor of the Erasmus students as regular learners. Rather I will analyse and discuss 
the emerging discourse of the Erasmus programme as part of the EU’s policy on education, and 
then I will analyse and discuss the everyday life of the Erasmus students’ subjection processes6, 
rather than their learning processes7, within this programme, in order to finally discuss and 
interpret the relationship between these levels that constitute a new way of shaping and reshaping 
youth at the frontlines of the unionization of education.   
 
1.2 Constructing the Field of Research 
This is a study with a multi-sited field of research, as the research site is an entanglement of 
different arenas. The two levels of analysis, the EU policy level and the everyday life of the 
Erasmus students, are thus in close contact with, and mutually constituent of, many other sites, if 
not geographically then discursively (different Member States, Universities, policies, and 
through the students personal trajectories their homes, their experiences etc.) Even the everyday 
life of the Erasmus students are constituted of different social arenas and contexts, the class 
rooms, the library, the university residences, the park where they partied with the other students 
etc. But how am I to explain my field of research in its entanglements?  
 
Akhil Gupta and James Ferguson (1997) critically discuss the nature of the field, as the field has 
a tendency to be taken for granted as an original location, and seen as place that requires a 
certain degree of otherness, in order to be accepted as a field worthy of research. This othering of 
the field, and mystification of its inhabitants, centres the field on itself, turning it into a pocket of 
difference to be figured out. Gupta and Ferguson argue that this way of looking at the field is the 
                                                 
6 The concept of processes of subjection is a way of conceptualizing people’s processes of becoming, and will be more specifically discussed as 
theory later on in the study.  
7 As learning processes are conceptualized as internal processes I do not pretend to be able to gain access to peoples individual learning processes  
through my anthropological methods. Rather I have access to peoples actions and speech acts, and thus to their subjection processes in practice, 
through which I can discuss their processes of becoming within the Erasmus programme.  
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result of the history of anthropology, rooted in a white mans quest for dominance of ‘the other’, - 
which has resulted in a way of marking the subject of study versus the researcher (Gupta & 
Ferguson, 1997, 15). Instead they argue that conducting field work should entail a reflection 
upon the nature of the field as a location in our globalized8 and deterritorialized9 world. The field 
is therefore not just a place to be observed and analysed, it is a social, cultural and political 
location (Gupta & Ferguson, 1997, 5). Grasping the field is therefore a question of location 
work, where the field should be considered as situated knowledge operating in a globalized, 
politicised world (Gupta & Ferguson, 1997, 39).  
 
The field of research of this study has undergone location work. In the beginning I studied the 
Erasmus students in the University in France10. This context was hereafter reflected upon in its 
social context and relatedness to the globalizing, deterritorialized, unionizing world. The youths 
(the Erasmus students) are connected to their past, present and future locations; their home 
towns, home universities, past travels and how they imagine themselves later on. As Erasmus 
students the youths were financially supported and organized by the EU, which links them 
politically to the EU as policy maker. The EU is interconnected to its Member States, politicians, 
policy makers, its public, the press, and many other power players, as well as globally to other 
knowledge economies and organisations. The University, the students and the EU, can therefore 
not be understood as separate from each other, nor from the rest of the world. Drawing the map 
of every interconnection is an overwhelmingly big task, and analysing every relationship would 
be to big a task for a study of this size. This study will therefore locate itself within the 
relationship between the two levels of analysis as mentioned earlier, whilst trying to grasp the 
levels positions within a larger scale of affairs and interconnections.  
 
                                                 
8 Globalization refers to all those processes by which the peoples of the world are incorporated into a single global society, and since the 
processes are plural, there are as many conceptualizations of globalization, as there are sciences (Pieterse, 1995, 45). For the purpose of this study 
however, globalization refers to the processes by which the world grows increasingly interconnected through economic relations and competition, 
cultural exchanges, mobility, internet and other media.  
9 When referring to culture, anthropologists use the term deterritorialized to refer to a weakening of ties between culture and place. This means 
the removal of cultural subjects and objects from a certain location in space and time. It implies that certain cultural aspects tend to transcend 
specific territorial boundaries in a world that consists of things fundamentally in motion. (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Deterritorialization) 
10 However interesting it might be, then I will not perform an analysis of the way France has implemented the Erasmus programme, or an 
analysis of the Universities way of implementing the Erasmus programme, as this falls outside of the scope of interest and possibilities within this 
study. 
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2. Former Research on the Area of Higher Education in EU 
This chapter is an attempt to map the field of research on the unionization of higher education, 
which is a theme based research area sprung out from under higher educational research. In an 
article on this matter Ulrich Teichler argues that research on higher education is theme based, 
operates on a spectrum in-between applied and basic research and is an interdisciplinary field of 
research (Teichler, 2005, 448). This chapter introduces the main arenas of research within the 
research field of unionization of higher education in Europe. Through my readings I have found 
three arenas of interest, which can map the field of research into which I’m about to travel: the 
EU, independent research networks and researchers, and non-governmental organizations 
(NGO’s). Several takes on studying the area of higher education policy in the EU exists, as the 
methods used co-exist with the objectives sought for.  
 
From the EU’s side, the studies are mostly evaluative or potential seeking, and consist of mainly 
quantitative research on mobility numbers, unemployment rates etc. For instance the work of the 
Council of Europe in the field of higher education and research focuses on issues related to the 
recognition of qualifications, public responsibility for higher education and research, higher 
education governance and other fields relevant for the establishment of the European Higher 
Education Area by 2010 (www.coe.int/t/dg4/highereducation/default_en.asp). From 1995-2005 
the EU has supported a significant number of research studies, thematic networks and project 
clusters that addressed a wide range of issues of education and training11. The themes were often 
quantitative and included structural aspects of educational systems.  
 
For the independent research networks, there is an emphasis on the exchange of ideas, with the 
objective to improve the theoretical basis and the quality of research on higher education. For 
instance the Consortium of Higher Education Researchers (CHER) is an international network of 
higher education researchers, which develops links with international organisations involved in 
research and policy on higher education (http://www.uni-kassel.de/wz1/CHER/Welcome.html), 
EAIR and Euredocs are research organizations of the same sort12. These networks are mainly 
                                                 
11 The total EU contribution to these studies exceeds 50 million Euro. These endeavours have produced insights for policy formulation and have 
laid the foundations for significant research co-operation across Europe in this field (http://www.pjb.co.uk/npl/index.htm). 
12 The European Higher Education Society (EAIR) - is a European society which aims to encourage research in the field of higher education in 
Europe; To support the interaction between higher education research, policy and practice; To promote the development of institutional 
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interested in basic research, and they work interdisciplinary with economics, sociology, history, 
psychology and educational studies. They work theme based, and with a range of aspects from 
governance, teaching and learning, institutional or organisational aspects, to knowledge and 
subject related aspects of professionalization, competence etc. (Teichler, 2005, 450).  
 
The #go’s base their research on a mixture of quantitative and qualitative approaches, and work 
both independently or as consultants for other organization, of which the Council or Directorate 
General is one. UNESCO-CEPES (the European Centre for Higher Education) work with the 
promoting of co-operation in higher education among Member States of the Europe Region13. 
The Academic Co-operation Association (ACA) is also an independent European organisation 
dedicated to the management, analysis and improvement of education (with a main focus on 
higher education) and training co-operation within Europe and between Europe and other parts 
of the world14.  
 
Common for all of the area of interest is an approach to the issue, which mixes quantitative and 
qualitative measures of analysis (with a main focus however on the quantitative approach)15. In 
my study of the subject, I have only come across one qualitative, field-work based approach on 
                                                                                                                                                             
management, planning and policy implementation; To disseminate information on good practices in higher education and to cooperate and 
exchange information with related organisations. European Research and Higher Education Doctoral Studies (Euredocs), is another network 
organization that addresses Europeanization on issues such as: the structure of study programmes, evaluation/accreditation procedures, change in 
national public policies, transformation in university government, academic career patterns, production of knowledge, the impact of 
internationalisation/ globalisation, etc (http://euredocs.sciences-po.fr/index.htm).  
13 Since September 2003, UNESCO-CEPES have been a consultative member of a Follow-up Group of the Bologna Process (BFUG), which is 
tasked with the implementation of the Bologna Process goals. UNESCO-CEPES has undertaken activities dealing with issues, such as the making 
and implementation of higher education policy, legislative reforms, academic quality assurance and accreditation (including ranking), recognition 
of academic qualifications, employability and intellectual labour market, new approaches to governance and institutional management, university 
autonomy and academic freedom as well as ethical dimension of higher education, the status of teachers and their training, university-industry 
relations in the context of knowledge societies, and transnational education. 
14 ACA is active in a wide range of fields such as the management of co-operation and exchange programmes in education and training; research 
into and analysis of all aspects of internationalisation in education, by means of studies, surveys and evaluations, consultancy for private and 
public bodies, advocacy, quality assurance activities, publications, seminars, conferences and much more (http://www.aca-
secretariat.be/01about/general_info.htm). 
15 All of the above areas of interest publish their results in journals of the issue of higher education policy as; Higher Education in Europe (the 
peer-reviewed quarterly review of the UNESCO European Centre for Higher Education (UNESCO-CEPES)). Journal of European Public Policy, 
European Educational Research, Comparative education, European Journal of Education, Higher Education policy, published by the international 
association of universities, Higher education management and policy, published by OECD, International journal for academic development, 
published by ICED etc.  
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the subject (Dervin, 2007). Thus most of the researchers’ base their findings on end evaluations 
and conclusions of effects of the policies and programmes.  
 
3. Research Design  
In the following I will unfold my research design in order to explain how I’ve conceptualized the 
framework for the study at hand. Firstly I’ll introduce the theory of science from which the study 
is inspired. Then I’ll describe the methods I’ve utilized for the purpose of producing the material 
needed for this study. Following this I will introduce to the analytical concepts, which the two 
chapters of analysis will be built around. Finally I’ll reflect upon the gaze that I’ve constructed, 
and how it is eye-opening and limiting all at once. 
  
3.1 Theory of Science 
The theory of science of this study is based upon the reflection that the conditions of the western 
world (of which Europe is a part), how people understand the world, each other and themselves, 
is a result of an emerging postmodernity. I utilize the notion of postmodernity not to pinpoint a 
historical period following modernity, but as a description of the western society’s demise of the 
grand meta-narratives as religion and tradition, where developments in technology, media and 
mass communication have made a number of knowledge and emerging discourses available for 
us to navigate within. Postmodernity thus becomes a condition of plurality in which a number of 
sciences, religions, lifestyles and ideologies co-exist. As a consequence there is no underlying 
structures, meanings or truths available for universal descriptions of social life (Burr, 2003, 12). 
Rather it is through the discovery of meanings, discourses, social relations and processes of 
subjection in context that we can understand the workings of power types as the EU’s and can 
discuss subjection processes as results of power-struggles, possibilities and social-relations. My 
theoretical stand is thus positioned opposite a structuralist viewpoint in which social structures, 
as underlying economic structure or psychic structures are understood as determining the actions 
and possibilities of subjects. I reject the idea of underlying truths, or overarching meta-narratives. 
Instead I focus on social interaction in which meanings and relations are continuously negotiated. 
This viewpoint gives room for conceptualizing social agents as capable to change their 
conditions through acts of counter-power.  
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In consequence to this assumption, this study embarks on a social-constructionist viewpoint, and 
asks the question of how the relationship between the EU’s power type and the everyday lives of 
Erasmus students can be understood. Questioning how things work and different levels relate is 
to remove the focus from why. Asking the question of why entails looking for underlying 
meanings or notions of true or false, in order to formulate normative criticisms. Asking the 
question of how, therefore provides the study with a particular point of departure.  
 
The first level of analysis focuses on how the power techniques of the EU’s education policy 
operate. The second level of analysis focuses on how being an Erasmus student, a subject of the 
EU’s educational policy, is acted out and experienced in everyday life. 
  
This perspective is inspired by French philosopher Michel Foucault (1926-1984), and a stance 
that considers truth and knowledge to be socially constructed, power as relational, language as 
what we understand the world through, and being a subject as something culturally and 
discursively inherent. Foucault argues that the aim of the intellectual is to be critical towards 
‘normal’ understandings of power and counter power, and to look critically at the institutions we 
tend to understand as neutral and independent, as the University for example. As such, the 
intellectual task is not to define what is good or bad, but to critically analyze the workings of 
institutions that appear neutral and independent, to analyse the how, in order to unmask their 
political violence, - leaving their doings visible, and thus facilitating the fight against them 
(Foucault, 1971, www.youtube.com/watch?v=WveI_vgmPz8). By choosing this ‘Foucauldian’ 
viewpoint, the focus of the study lies on how social phenomena are negotiated and have 
consequences in social and cultural context. This has consequences for the way of constructing 
the field of research, for the methods and theories chosen, and for what cannot be seen or 
discussed, as truth, knowledge, power and the subject become culturally inherent and ever 
changing sizes. 
 
3.2. Methods Utilized 
In this section I’ll describe and reflect upon the methods that I’ve utilized for producing the 
material needed for the purpose of the study. Firstly I’ll discuss the methods I used when 
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conducting my field work. Secondly the methods for choosing and leaving out, documents for 
the sake of the policy analysis will be reflected upon. The fundamental research principle for my 
field-work, and the analysis to come, has been inductive. As such it has been the field that has 
controlled the research process, and I’ve entered the field without a predefined problem area 
(Madsen, 2003, 85).  
 
The Object of Study for the Fieldwork Performed.  
The aim of the following is to describe and reflect upon the field study that I conducted when I 
was on Erasmus, studying Erasmus. Looking at ones everyday life analytically can be difficult, 
as it entails questioning the things one normally takes for granted. In consequence, the object of 
study excludes my personal experiences as an Erasmus student, only the experiences of the 
Erasmus students I interviewed and observed will be used as material for analysis.  
 
My methods are inspired by the interactionist viewpoint. Through this gaze the researcher is 
understood as interacting with his or her subjects of study who thus become conceptualized as 
research participants, and therefore both researcher and the research participants have an effect 
on the production of the material. As I was a part of the life I studied, the interactionist viewpoint 
has been helpful in clarifying the perspectives of my field work that asked for careful reflections.  
 
Even though I’ve been part of the everyday life of the Erasmus students I studied, I’ve been 
othering myself through my continuous questioning and note-taking, in order not to entangle my 
own perceptions of my life on Erasmus with that of the students. For the purpose of distancing 
what I was living, from that which I was studying, I utilized ethnographic tools. Amongst the 
tools I utilized were participant observation, and formal semi structured and informal 
unstructured interviews, with both individuals and groups. Also I kept a research journal in 
which I described my observations, which allowed me to reflect upon my experiences through 
another gaze, than my life as Erasmus student allowed me to.  
 
Being aware of my position, and reflecting upon the changes in positions I went through, from 
the beginning where I got to know people, until the end where we departed as friends, has helped 
me realize the importance of process. Being on the site for many months, and observing the 
students changing, has allowed me to gather material on a case in movement. Relations and 
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possibilities between people and places changed through time, and as things changed, so did my 
gaze as a researcher. Observing this has made me understand my field as something fluid and 
ever-changing, unstable and with many meanings, and as something that is constantly being 
shaped and created in the encounter with the analytic gaze of the researcher (Mik-Meyer & 
Järvinen, 2005, 9). Patterns, strategies, discourses and relations thus shifted throughout the stay, 
which underscores the Erasmus experience as a process of continuity and rupture. Through 
participant observations and interviews I’ve been able to capture the cross fire between lived life 
and told life, - as life is lived, the stories told change. The students stories and lives therefore 
bear witness to ’something’ about the effects the institutions and relations the students take part 
in, and live through, have on them (Mik-Meyer & Järvinen, 2005, 10).  
 
Participant Observation or Immersion 
The participant observation I performed was focused on a social setting of about 50 students. 
However, as groups were constantly changing I used an open, flexible research approach, and 
during my stay, my observations were on different people at different moments. The Erasmus 
students I followed were aware of the fact that everything they said could go into my notebook, 
as I repeatedly informed them of this fact. As such my position in the field was overt. Yet this 
did bring about observation issues, of self conscious students telling me prepared stories or 
nothing at all, as the level of trust and mutuality enabled me to be positioned as both researcher 
and private person. Shifting from the one to the other did therefore not hinder any social 
contacts. On the contrary, I observed that the students would often like for me to question them 
about their experiences, as it allowed them to reflect on their doings when in action. However, 
my intended overt position sometimes became covert, as life was lived, and people forgot that 
their lives as Erasmus students was my object of study. In consequence I’ve decided to make the 
students, as well as the University anonymous, as to not break the confidentiality given me.  
 
Often I found myself commencing discussions in groups for the purpose of my study, but due to 
the loose nature of the conversation, I would become part of the discussions, and maybe in some 
way affect the opinions of my peers/the other Erasmus students. However, I believe, that the 
researcher always affects his or her research participants merely by being present. Often I would 
therefore begin a discussion, for the purpose of my study, and then only ask questions as to stay 
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participant. Being in-between thus gave me access to everyday situations, without people feeling 
observed, which gave me insight into the everyday lives of Erasmus students.  
 
In my observations I focused mainly on speech acts, on when students produced or reproduced 
meaning in contexts. Speech acts in this sense is both stories being told, reflections being made, 
discussions being held and so forth. Speech acts illustrates something about the subject positions 
that the students inhabit. They illustrate moments of possibility spaces in negotiation, as the 
students discuss or communicate meanings and understandings. Focusing on speech acts in 
groups, and their effects, enabled me to observe that which seemed important, how the students 
related, differentiated and strategized. Speech acts are as such social construction processes, and 
they underscore both what is being said, and that which I experienced (Hanne Warming, 2005, 
145). Further I focused on, and wrote down what was happening, and what was being done, 
which actions were taking place. The roads the students took, the places they went, what they did 
in times of joy, stress, sorrow and solitude. By focusing on the actions of the students, places 
become analytically important. Places have meaning, and possibilities, and therefore going to a 
friend’s apartment for comfort, instead of to the phone booth in order to call home, is significant. 
Or choosing to go home to study, instead of going to the public library, is significant, - not only 
for what people do, but for how they inhabit a territory, - how they act at home or abroad. 
 
These observations are images of what I experienced. My material will therefore not claim to 
have access to the actual intensions of the actions of the students observed, as the observed is 
always interpreted analytically when focusing and writing down (Mik-Meyer & Järvinen, 2005, 
101). However in writing down my observations, I tried making them as descriptive and detailed 
as possible, in order to leave my analysis possibilities open for future reflections.  
 
Field Diary 
I mostly wrote my field diary when coming home at night. I chose not to take notes during the 
day, as I felt this might alienate me from my ‘peers’. However, as the day would pass and events 
occur, by the time I got home, I would sometimes have forgotten important details. Therefore I 
developed a note system of writing down keywords in my agenda as I went along. As such I 
overcame my initial insecurities of forgetting details. However, as I looked through my notes, it 
became clear that there was a fine line to be upheld between field notes that observe, and a diary 
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that explains. In order to refrain from mixing the two, I’ve been very careful in sorting my notes, 
and leaving out phrases that included my personal reflections. My observation journals are 
therefore not pure representations or mirrors of what actually happened. They are chosen 
abstracts of what I saw and experienced as important in the everyday live of being on Erasmus. 
Other students might argue and feel that I’ve missed something important. However the gaze one 
chooses to apply will always change somewhat the form and consequently also the matter of that 
which is being observed. These are the conditions under which qualitative interactionist 
fieldwork must operate, as context, position, and relations change not only how things are seen, 
but also what can be seen. The field diary constitutes, besides the official interviews that I taped, 
my main analytic material. 
 
Qualitative Interviews 
During my stay I performed in all eight formal qualitative interviews. I performed the interviews 
at the end of the stay, in order for the students to have had been on Erasmus long enough to 
reflect upon their stay16. The interviews proved to be the only real moments of disproportion 
between myself and my fellow students, where I was the one asking questions and guiding the 
conversations more concretely. These sessions however proved fruitful, as they constructed a 
quiet reflective possibility space encouraging a deepening of thoughts, which was not always 
possible in the middle of groups or everyday action. In these formal interviews I got access to the 
students’ opinions and storytelling about why they had decided to go on Erasmus, how it had 
been, and what they thought it would bring them further on in their lives. The interviews were 
semi structured, and the questions I asked set the theme, but did not guide the stories told. As I 
knew the students I interviewed, discussions and subjects outside the interviewing space affected 
what could be said, as well as what was actually said. Furthermore, the situation of interviewing 
situated in space and time, makes what was said, a contextual phenomena (Mik-Meyer & 
Järvinen, 2005, 10). The interviews, and the stories told in them can therefore be seen as 
qualitative illustrative scratches in the surface of a complex field of study.  
 
The Erasmus students I interviewed were carefully chosen in regards to their nationality, gender, 
where they lived, and age. By considering and choosing narrators in relation to different social 
parameters, I pursued a broad range of stories and experiences. However, as I was studying 
                                                 
16 Two of the interviews were performed during a stay in Barcelona, shortly after the Erasmus stay, were both Arnaud and Cecilia lived. 
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anthropology, the students I knew, were for the most part also studying anthropology. Therefore 
four of the eight students’ studied anthropology, the others studied political science, geography 
and French.  
 
The informal interviews I performed were based on a simple guiding of the conversation in 
informal settings. Whilst talking to friends, I would guide topics of discussions, as to get the 
students talking about being on Erasmus. The results of these conversations and discussions 
would later go into my notebook as detailed as possible17.   
 
Post Fieldwork Reflections  
Being part of, whilst feeling outside, the field of study complicated the process of separating 
what I observed from that which I experienced. Likewise, interviewing friends sometimes 
brought common history and private relations into the space of interview and coloured what was 
said, and how it was understood. As I asked people to perform the interview in another language 
than their mother tongue, it somewhat inhibited the complexity and nuances of the stories told. 
All this is problematic, and coloured what I saw, heard and said. However, had I not been on 
Erasmus myself, I would not have been able to perform such an intense field study. And without 
a language in common, I would not have been able to speak with my fellow students. As such the 
problems were also the conditions of performing the field study, and to remove the problems, 
would be making the study impossible to perform. However, knowing, and reflecting upon the 
conditions has been a part of my analytical gaze, in order to prevent the analysis of becoming a 
result of my personal experiences. 
 
Policy Document Finding, Reading and Analyzing 
On return from my Erasmus stay, I began looking into the policy area of higher education of the 
EU, in order to analyse the power type of the EU’s policy on education, - to examine how the EU 
                                                 
17 Upon return from the Erasmus stay, I began working with the material gathered, and reading policy documents for comparison. As I 
commenced my policy analysis, I found different angles of questioning relevant, that I didn’t encounter when on Erasmus. It had especially struck 
me that the students never mentioned the EU or Europe as a frame of reference in their everyday lives, despite of the fact that they were on the 
Erasmus programme. Thus I formulated a questionnaire, for the students that I still had contact with, to fill out. The aim of these were to ask the 
students about their ‘sense’ of Europe in their stay, and for them to Evaluate, from a distance, their stay – especially in regards to the University. I 
mailed the questionnaire to about 25 students, but only got 2 answers back. As the responses were limited, I haven’t been able to use them in a 
significant way. However unfortunate the response rate seems, it is however interesting that the students never mentioned Europe as a frame of 
reference during their Erasmus stay.  
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operated, and analyse what the Erasmus programme was expected to do. In order to choose 
which documents to utilize for the purpose of analyzing the EU’s power type within higher 
education, I read through a number of documents that referred to the same policy concepts18 as 
the Erasmus programme document. Inspired by Michel Foucault’s genealogic method, I began 
the task of choosing which ones to utilize, and which ones to leave out. Foucault’s genealogic 
method is a certain way of writing history, and in his essay ‘Nietzsche, Genealogy, History’ from 
1971, Foucault explains it as a method that does not look for the origin or essence of things, but 
as a method that looks for disparity, accidents, surprises and deviations. In Foucault’s gaze, 
history has no essence, no origin and no linear development (Foucault, 1996, 142). Writing 
history should therefore show heterogeneity and disturb our common sense imagery of how 
things come to be, how subjection emerges in struggles over dominance, and the entry of forces 
into dominance through an analytic isolation of different points of emergence (Foucault, 1996, 
151). Performing a genuine genealogical analysis however, is an extensive task, which reaches 
outside of the possibilities within this study. Choosing and analysing documents for the policy 
analysis has thus been inspired by the genealogic method, and by the will to demonstrate 
changes in policy making, the construction of truths, production of knowledge, and the making 
of possible subject positions for the youth to enter and manoeuvre within. This genealogic 
approach towards comprehending the workings of policy has been a task of deciding on certain 
treaties, studies, stories and surveys, and leaving out others. Through the questioning of how 
policy works and the programmes it activates, on a textual level, I’ve thus set out a 
genealogically inspired textual policy analysis. By this I’ve constructed a way of depicting the 
history of the EU’s policy on higher education, which unmasks the emergence of the Erasmus 
subject position, through power struggles, knowledge, truth, subject and discourse production 
and reproduction19.  
 
3.3. Analytical Concepts   
The two levels of analysis of this study will develop around each their analytical concept, 
respectively ‘power’ and the ‘subject’. In the following I will explain how I perceive these 
concepts, as analytical guidelines for the two levels of the study. In order to explain them, the 
                                                 
18 For instance lifelong learning, adaptability and employability.  
19 In the annex of this report, a comprehensive overview of the documents I’ve found is added. 
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concept of discourse will also be introduced, as I understand the effects of ‘power’ and the 
‘subject’ to operate within discourses. The concepts are mainly inspired by Michel Foucault. 
 
By ‘discourse’, Foucault meant a group of statements which provides a language for talking 
about – and a way of representing the knowledge about – a particular topic at a particular 
historical moment. Discourse is thus both language and practice, materiality and text, it is that 
which constructs the topic, defines and produces the object of knowledge, governs the way that a 
topic can be meaningfully talked and reasoned about, how ideas are put into practice and 
regulates the conduct of others. Discourse is disciplines, norms and systems of thought. And as it 
defines the proper way, it also rules out, limits and restricts other ways (Hall, 2001, 72)20. 
Several discourses can be of importance when analyzing everyday life, as people can be 
positioned differently in different relations and settings. When the Erasmus students are at home 
on holiday, visiting friends and family, they’re not necessarily Erasmus students anymore; - they 
might be sisters and children, singer-songwriters at band-practice and devoted girlfriends with 
their boyfriends etc. Looking at power and the subject as categories for analysis, are therefore 
concepts to be understood within a discursive framework, which cannot be defined in advance, 
but must be discussed in relationship to that which is analyzed.  
 
The first level of analysis questions how the EU’s policies power type operates. Inspired by 
Foucault, I will work with the concept of power as something productive, not oppressive nor 
decisive. In this sense power is to be understood as something someone does to conduct someone 
else’s conduct, - as a ‘conduct upon conduct’. Power is therefore not universal or everlasting; 
rather it is something that only exists between subjects, in relations, and not necessarily in a 
hierarchical way. Power works in direct relation to the concepts of truth and knowledge. 
Knowledge is a construction, which operates within discourses, and in co-operation with the 
concept of truth, as it points out what is valid as true and false (Jørgensen and Phillips, 1999, 22). 
This means that there is a generative relationship between power, knowledge and truth, which 
results in a permanent production of new insights (Lindgren, 2002, 335). The pointing out of true 
and false, correct and wrong, are results of power-knowledge struggles, where different power-
players try to obtain the right to define meaning. Power is therefore always both productive, as it 
                                                 
20 Foucault insists on separating the discursive and the non-discursive, as events can happen outside a discourse (Hansen, 2004, 406); however 
everything is understood through discourses. 
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produces new relationships between subjects through productions of knowledge and truth, and 
limiting, as it defines knowledge and truth it also points out what is considered false or pseudo-
science (Jørgensen and Phillips, 1999, 23). Truth and knowledge thus becomes a discursively 
embedded function of what is allowed to say, write or think.  
 
Producing truths and knowledge’s are thus powerful tools towards conducting the conduct of 
others, and towards producing subjects and the norms by which they act. The will to knowledge 
is thus a strategy towards the will to power (Heede, 2002, 113). As Foucault puts it; “We should 
admit… that power produces knowledge (and not simply by encouraging it because it serves 
power or by applying it because it is useful); that power and knowledge directly imply one 
another; that there is no power relation without the correlative constitution of a field of 
knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute at the same time power 
relations. (Foucault, 1977, 27)” (McHoul and Grace, 1993, 59). In addition to the concepts of 
power, knowledge, truth and discourse, I will utilize a number of analytical concepts in order to 
refine the analysis of the EU’s power type. The concepts will be described and discussed as they 
are utilized. The concepts are as follows; the disciplinary functions of discourse as the author 
function, the sciences and the commentary, the shaping of youth and the structuring of their 
possibility spaces for manoeuvre, identification, emergent discourses, power struggles, policy 
moments, constructing and contesting norms and morals.   
 
The second level of analysis concerns the concept of the subject. The analysis will here question 
how the Erasmus students’ everyday lives are structured by the EU and being structured by 
themselves and how youth in consequence is shaped and reshaped in a setting where youth is as 
the forefront of the unionization of education. The reason for focusing on the concept of the 
subject is inspired through the two-sided understanding Foucault had of the word subject:” There 
are two meanings of the word subject: subject to someone else by control and dependence, and 
tied to his own identity by a conscience or self-knowledge. Both meanings suggest a form of 
power which subjugates and makes subject to.” (Foucault, 1982, 212). Being a subject thus 
entails both the modes through which human beings are made subject to others, as the Erasmus 
students to the EU, and subjects to themselves, as Erasmus student to oneself. Being a subject is 
therefore not a question of having a core-identity; rather it is a question of being something in 
relation to others. As I see it, Foucault conceptualizes the subject as being a consequence of the 
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discourses within which the subjects are positioned and position themselves. In consequence to 
this, I find it difficult to understand Foucault’s notion of subjects as something that entail agency. 
That is, the negotiation of meaning in everyday life settings becomes difficult to analyse. In 
consequence to this I will try and refine the Foucauldian perspective on the subject, through 
Danish researcher Dorthe Staunæs’ reflections upon subjection as a process negotiated in 
everyday life settings in chapter 6. This perspective will allow my analysis to focus on agency as 
well as discourse. In the analysis I will utilize a number of theoretical concepts in addition to the 
concept of subjection. I will introduce to these concepts throughout the analysis in order to 
achieve a more complete understanding of my material, whilst keeping subjection as the 
overarching analysis concept. The concepts are the following; subject position, possibility spaces 
for manoeuvre, troubled subject positions, otherness/togetherness, processes of identification, 
emergent discourses, student biography, social categories (nationality, language…), storytelling, 
meaning and normality making and negotiating.  
 
3.4. The Gaze chosen as Limited  
Constructing a research design is choosing a certain gaze which has consequences for what can 
be seen, and that which cannot be seen. The research design as outlined in the above is the result 
of a theoretically constructed perspective through which policy is understood as a power 
technique that tries shaping the youth of Europe, and the youth of Europe is understood as 
shaped and reshaping and their possibility spaces for manoeuvre structured and structuring, 
within the Erasmus programme at the forefronts of unionization. This way of looking at the two 
levels of analysis is an analytical choice, as is the way of making them relate to one another; it is 
looking at years of policy making, and downsizing it into analytical categories; and it is looking 
at processes of subjection within a politically constructed relationship.  
 
As a consequence to the perspective chosen, this study can therefore not claim to answer 
questions such as why or which students chose to go on Erasmus, or how they use the experience 
further in their professional and personal lives. The study cannot discuss how Member States 
educational systems differ pedagogically, financially, historically, which function they claim to 
exert in their societies, or on what their educational ministers base their decisions. The study will 
not discuss the EU’s historical or financial reasons for going down the paths it has gone down. 
 27 
Further, the study will not discuss perspectives of migration, global economy, media or other 
global issues that are in direct relationship to and influent of the EU’s policy making, and the 
Member States implementation policies.   
 
Instead, this study will discuss how the power type of the EU’s policies on educations operates 
through the Erasmus programme and tries structuring the everyday lives of the Erasmus students 
and how the students answer back through means of restructuring their possibility spaces for 
manoeuvre. By looking at this relationship, the study can analyze how the EU’s power type work 
in real-life scenarios, how it shapes and structures, and how the Erasmus students answer back 
by shaping and structuring their own possibility spaces, - hereby letting everyday life operate as 
critical corrective towards the EU’s policies.  
 
The following chapter is the textual policy analysis of the Erasmus programme, the chapter is the 
first of two analysis chapters.  
 
4. Shaping Youth through the Policy on Education of the EU  
This chapter focuses upon how the power type of the policy making of the EU on higher 
education operates in a situation where the EU has no legislative powers. First of all, I will 
construct an optic of analysis through which the type of power that the EU’s policy on education 
exerts through the Erasmus programme can be understood. Secondly I will analyse the Erasmus 
programme, with the aim of understanding its power type.  
 
Policy as a Power Technique 
Education has become a policy area in the EU, but what is a policy, how does it operate and with 
what aim? Policy can be conceptualized as: “(…) a tool to regulate a population from the top 
down, through rewards and sanctions, policy is an intrinsically technical, rational, action-
oriented instrument that decision makers use to solve problems and affect changes with.” (Shore 
& Wright, 1997, 5). Shore and Wright argues that policy has become an increasingly central 
concept and instrument in the organization of contemporary societies. In other word policies 
have become modern power types, - technologies through which societies are governed. Policies 
are political phenomena, however:  “it is a feature of policies that their political nature is 
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disguised by the objective, neutral, legal-rational idioms in which they are portrayed. In this 
guise, policies appear to be mere instruments for promoting efficiency and effectiveness.” (Shore 
& Wright, 1997, 8). Policies therefore often operate through means of removing political 
discussions from the realm of political discourse, and recasting it into the neutral language of 
science (Shore & Wright, 1997, 8-9). For instance by using ‘scientific proof’, knowledge is 
created concerning best (and worst) ways of solving problems, hereby making political issues 
into problems with neutral solutions. Policy therefore often functions as a vehicle for distancing 
policy authors from the intended objects of policy. Defining a course as official policy thus 
makes decision making more generalized, more impersonal, bureaucratic and anonymous. 
Policies thus have legitimizing functions, as they outline the course to be taken and fixates it 
within the framework of a wider and more universal set of goals and principles : “(…) the effect 
is to buttress the authority of rulers by rendering opposition virtually impossible – as one cannot 
successfully argue against the ‘proper order of things’.” (Shore & Wright, 1997, 12). 
 
By identifying problems, and codifying solutions through norms and values, policies are 
positioned beyond morality, and they create guidelines for proper behaviour. By this ‘proper’ 
and ‘improper’ actions of subjects are defined. Policies therefore increasingly shape the way 
individuals construct themselves as subjects. Consequently policies are seen as instruments for 
political will, through which people become objectified as the subjects of policies (Shore & 
Wright, 1997, 4-5). Policy is therefore to be seen as techniques, and types of power executed 
within a political realm. Through policy the conduct of subjects may be conducted, by ways of 
modern government. Different political interests, rival visions and agendas are at work when it 
concerns the future of the EU. This makes policy making in the EU a messy business involving 
compromises and conflicts between competing ‘power-players’ at all levels of the European 
political arena. The EU is therefore not to be understood as an author, from which policy flows 
unproblematically. Still the EU tries to operate through one voice, - through one body.  
 
On the basis of these considerations, I will perform a textual policy analysis21 inspired by 
Foucault’s comprehension of discourse, knowledge and power as interconnected processes, in 
                                                 
21 Policies are not only discourse (language and practice), they are results of policy makers’ power plays, and policies get distorted, re-
constructed and manifested within institutions as they are implemented. A policy analysis can therefore also consist of looking at policy as the 
actions of the policy makers and the implementation of policy in nations and institutions. For the purpose of this study however, I’ll focus on 
policy as text. 
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order to understand the power type of the EU’s policy on education in its discursive nature. The 
approach will be inspired by Michel Foucault’s genealogic method22, which is a way of writing 
history, as described earlier in the study. However the history of education as a policy area in the 
EU can be written in many ways (Johansson 2007, Ertl 2006, Hingel 2001), according to what 
one sees as important. Therefore the chosen policy documents and the way of telling the tale will 
be the result of the focus of the study, well knowing that this might leave out important issues. 
The analysis that follows is therefore an exercise of momentarily maintaining something 
basically globally interconnected, processual and liquid in texture.  
 
The Erasmus Programme 
The following will have the Erasmus programme as crystallizing point through which the EU’s 
policy on education will be analyzed. I will utilize the Socrates phase II (the umbrella 
programme under which the Erasmus programme functions) document and the Erasmus 
programme phase II document, which were the official Erasmus programme policy documents 
from 2000 to 2006, as crystallizing points for the analysis23. The policy documents constitute 
policy moments as their officialization momentarily manifest emerging discourses (language and 
practice). Through this gaze, policies are seen as never static; rather they are emergent discourses 
that are momentarily manifested in policy documents, only to be contested by opposing voices in 
the next moment. Policies are therefore understood as processual and constructed around a series 
of discursive constructions, which are prone to change as power relations shift. The power type 
of the EU within the educational policy, is thus produced and constructed, argued for, persuaded 
                                                 
22 Foucault’s perspective changed throughout his body of writing, and is claimed by some to have had two phases in his writing, an 
archaeological and a genealogic. His discourse theory is a part of the archaeological phase, where he worked towards the ‘unearthing’ of the rules 
by which speech acts are accepted as meaningful and truthful in a certain historic epoch. In the genealogic phase Foucault focuses primarily on 
power-knowledge formations, and how they constitute discourses, knowledge and subjects (Jørgensen and Phillips, 1999, 21-23). Others claim 
that his writings are structured into three phases (McHoul & Grace 1993). The first concentrates on the description of discourses or disciplines of 
knowledge, the second turns to political questions of power, and the control of populations through disciplinary practices, and the third involves 
some apparently new discovery of a theory of the self. (McHoul & Grace, 1993, viii).  
23 Whilst conducting the field study for this report, the umbrella programme for the Erasmus programme changed from ‘Socrates’ to ‘Life Long 
Learning’ (15th November 2006). However the legal basis for this change was not implemented before 2007. The policy area on education has 
been known to change approximately every five years, making the area an unsteady size prone to change. For the purposes of the field study 
undertaken in the south of France, only the Socrates programme will be analysed, as the students signed their Erasmus learning agreements 
before January ’07. Lifelong learning was however already an issue in the Socrates programme 2000-2006. the changes in the lifelong learning 
programme will be discussed later on in the discussion. 
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and reproduced as important over time. It is not a legally based, inherited or physically gained 
power, and therefore the way it works now is a result of years of process24.  
 
Not all of the policy documents that I utilize for the analysis refer directly to the Erasmus 
programme; however the EU’s educational policy can be understood as working within a 
discursive formation. Discourse can appear across a range of texts, and as forms of conduct, at a 
number of different institutional sites within society: “However, whenever these discursive 
events ‘refer to the same object, share the same style and … support a strategy… a common 
institutional, administrative or political drift and patterns’ (Cousins and Hussain, 1984, 84-85), 
then they are said by Foucault to belong to the same discursive formation.” (Hall, 2001, 73). The 
emergent Erasmus discourse, or the emergent discourse on higher education, is therefore to be 
understood as a part of the discursive formation on education in the EU. Whereas discourse is 
both language and practice, policy is a political power tool that operates under and in reference 
to the emergent discourses, making policy and discourse two sides of the same matter. All areas 
of the EU’s educational policy are therefore to be considered as connected, which is why the 
concept and workings of discourse will be integrated in the policy analysis.  
 
The Socrates Phase II programme (2000-2006) was the European Community action programme 
on the field of education, it operated as the umbrella programme for the EU’s action programmes 
                                                 
24 At the signing of the treaty of Paris in 1951, which established the European Coal and Steel Community, article 56 included the task for the 
community to finance the retraining of employees. Later by the signing of the treaty of Rome in 1957, establishing the European Economic 
Community (EEC) and the European Atomic Energy Community (EURATOM), several articles related to vocational education and training was 
included in order to contribute to the harmonious development of the national economies and the common market. In 1963 the European council 
decided to lay down general principles for implementing a common vocational training policy, but still there was no sign of interest in higher 
education. Higher education as a policy area in the EU begins in 1971, where the Member States’ ministers of education engaged in their first 
council and conference on education, stating that educational issues should, from then on, be considered common, and should be dealt with on a 
European level. In 1972 the Commission asked Professor Henri Janne: “To formulate suggestions as to the basic elements of an education policy 
at Community level.” (Education in the European Community, 1974) This resulted in the ‘Janne Report – for a Community Policy on Education’, 
written by Professor Henri Janne; “(…) after consultation with a number of distinguished figures in the education field (…)” (‘Education in the 
EC, 1974, 5). On the basis of the Janne Report, the Commission formulated a Community policy for education in 1974 (Robins, 1981). The 
primary argument for building a policy on education was based on an assumption of the link between a strong economy and high levels of 
education: “In all Member States education policy is of high importance both intrinsically and in relation to national economic and social 
development” (Education in the EC, 5, 1974). The argument was that better education, would lead towards more capable workers, hereby 
ensuring a stronger economy, and a social development in general. Adding to this, the importance of European cooperation was stressed: “The 
Commission believes that the promotion of educational cooperation within the framework of the European Community is of equal importance as 
an integral part of the overall development of the Community.” (Education in the EC, 5, 1974). The policy concerned three broad areas, - 
mobility, the education of the children of migrant workers, and developing a European Dimension in education, also a European Committee for 
Educational Cooperation was set up (Education in the European Community, 1974). 
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on education; - amongst these was the Erasmus programme25. Socrates states the overarching 
objectives of the EU’s policies on education, and is thus Erasmus’ discursive ‘foundation’. The 
official Socrates document writes: “The two main ideas behind SOCRATES II are: the 
promotion of lifelong learning and the development of a Europe of knowledge. The more specific 
aims of SOCRATES II are as follows: to strengthen the European dimension in education at all 
levels; to improve knowledge of foreign languages; (…) to promote cooperation and mobility in 
the field of education (…)”
26(Socrates, 2000a). Further the Socrates programme underscores the 
positive and productive aspects of ‘unity in diversity’, as it is argued that a common EU 
cooperation will lead to higher levels of creativity (Socrates 2000b). Finally the programme 
underscores a need for individual involvement of the European citizens towards achieving 
European cooperation, through active citizenship (Socrates 2000a).  
 
The Erasmus programme27 supports: the mobility of students, staff in higher education 
institutions and staff of enterprises for the purposes of training or teaching28. Mobility actions 
account for at least 80% of the budget for the programme. For the purpose of this study, 
however, only student mobility will be dealt with. The programme has as objective to: “(…) 
enhance the quality and reinforce the European dimension of higher education by encouraging 
transnational cooperation between universities, boosting European mobility and improving the 
transparency and full academic recognition of studies and qualifications throughout the Union.” 
(Erasmus a, 2006). The programme mentions, as does the Socrates programme, lifelong learning 
as an objective (Erasmus B, 2006). From 1999 the Erasmus programme was fitted “(…) into the 
mobility policy promoted by the Bologna Process (1999), which aims at the creation of a 
European Higher Education Area by 2010.” (Erasmus B, 2006). 
                                                 
25 Comenius : school education: nursery, primary and secondary schools, Erasmus : higher, university and post-university education, Grundtvig : 
adult education and other education pathways, Lingua : language learning, Minerva : information and communication technologies in education, 
Observation and innovation in education systems,  joint measures to increase synergy in education policies (Socrates), vocational training 
(Leonardo da Vinci) and youth (Youth), and accompanying measures aiming to increase the flexibility of Socrates. (Socrates phase II).  
26 The learning of foreign languages, the use of new technologies and the promotion of equal opportunities were also official aims. The learning 
of foreign languages will be treated within the everyday analysis, but as it is not a EU constructed concept, but more a learning aim it will not be 
analyzed as such. Further encouragement of new technologies is an aim which was sought taken care of within the Minerva action programme. 
The promotion of equal opportunities is an aim taken care of within the whole spectre of educational policies, and will be discussed later in the 
report, as it is not a EU constructed concept, but an overall aim of educational policies within the EU.  
27 The Erasmus programme is an action programme under the Socrates programme, which deals with European activities of higher education 
institutions, and mobility amongst students and staff. 
28 Erasmus intensive programmes organised on a multilateral basis, as well as support to the home and host institutions to ensure the quality of 
the mobility arrangements. 
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The emerging discourse of the Socrates and Erasmus programmes can be seen as operating 
around two different strategies. On the one hand, there is an identitarian approach (Nóvoa, 2003, 
48), in which policies on education are aimed at making possible the creation of a European 
dimension in education, European citizenship, lifelong learning and unity in diversity, towards 
the final aim of producing European citizens who will identify with the EU project. On the other 
hand, there is a pragmatic approach (Nóvoa, 2003, 47), which argues for the necessity of creating 
a Europe of knowledge – a knowledge economy, in which quality and effectiveness are to be 
developed, and where comparability and cooperation through the European Higher Education 
Area (from hereon EHEA)29 and the Open Method of Coordination (OMC) are objectives. This 
strategy is mainly based upon considerations of the increasing global competition, which 
demands of the EU to position itself as a powerful player. Student mobility is supposed to bring 
to life of all of the above, and student mobility therefore takes a quite central stand in the EU’s 
policy from 2000.  
 
In the following, the strategies within the policy moment will be analysed, firstly the identitarian 
approach and then the pragmatic. Following this, student mobility as the bringing to life of the 
two will be analysed and discussed, and finally the power type of the EU’s policy on education 
will be discussed. 
 
4.1 The Identitarian Approach 
The identitarian approach towards making Europe important to its people has been prevalent 
since the beginning of the EU’s policy on education30. This was inscribed in the Bulletin of the 
European Communities from 1974; where the aim of a European Dimension in education was 
officialised: Insofar as the achievement of the goal of European Union is conditional upon the 
enhancement of public understanding and the stimulation of an active interest in the 
                                                 
29 To encourage the use of new technologies in education, is also an aim of the Socrates programme, but as this does not coincide with the 
Erasmus programme, it will not be dealt with separately. Improving the knowledge of foreign languages will be dealt with when necessary, but is 
not considered a concept developed by the EU. Rather it is a learning aim, which falls under the other concepts, - and as such it will be dealt with. 
30 In 1973 the Directorate General XII on Research, Science and Education was set up. And it was also the year of the Copenhagen summit, 
where heads of state met up to discuss broader questions about the future of the EU. Here the idea of a common community identity was 
discussed, and the report ‘The declaration on the European identity” was presented. 
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development of Europe, there exists a special responsibility upon the Community to give an 
impetus to educational developments which would contribute to bringing this about.“ (Education 
in the EC, 1974). The European dimension was incorporated as concept in the policy on 
education as a way to implement ‘Europe’ as a knowledge area within educational systems. 
Turning Europe into a knowledge area can be seen as a way of making it important to people, 
and hereby constructing a possibility space for the people of Europe in which they could identify 
with the EU project.  
 
From Europe as a Knowledge Area to European Identity 
The policy of implementing Europe as a knowledge area in education as to promote European 
awareness, continued throughout the 70’s, but with the Stuttgart declaration of 1983, the 
emergent discourse changed. The declaration introduced the idea of intensifying exchange and 
cooperation programmes, as to actively include the European people. In this period European 
citizenship was made an official policy objective, constructed with the aim of achieving 
European integration through the construction of European awareness. Citizenship is a legal 
status, but can also be considered as a specific form of identity bestowing membership upon the 
citizen, a membership that entails the sharing of certain morals and norms between people. In 
this light citizenship becomes a social contract between the citizens and the state, or in this case 
the EU (Johansson, 2007, 64). Ideas concerning this concept were deliberated in the ‘Adonnino 
report’ (1985)31: “Steps forward are not always a question of adopting new rules and 
regulations. Progress in the view of citizens is often best obtained by implementing decisions 
already adopted and by their administration in real-life situations.” (Adonnino report, 1985). 
The argument of the report was that Europe was to succeed through its young citizens’ 
experiences of Europe as belonging to them; the argument being that this would connect Europe, 
serve everyone’s interests and ensure mutual gains. The catchphrase of ‘bringing Europe to the 
Europeans, and the Europeans to Europe’ through cultural exchanges and mobility was the 
official policy of the EU at that moment, and the report was overflowing with positive concepts 
as ‘freedom’ and ‘possibilities’ within mobility and exchange. The EU’s policies power type 
here became apparent as persuasive, argumentative, propositional and pleading for a better 
                                                 
31 The Adonnino report, was also known as the ‘Report on a People’s Europe’. 
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future, with the EU as central coordinator. A power type that aimed at gaining the confidence of 
the youth of Europe and make them identify with the European project. 
 
In 1988 the council agreed on a resolution that defined the European dimension in education, as 
the EU’s ambition to: “(…) strengthen in young people a sense of European identity and make 
clear to them the value of European civilization and of the foundations on which the European 
peoples intend to base their development today (…)” (Council resolution, 1988, 1). By this 
publication, the EU’s discourse (language and practice) had been altered, and the European 
dimension was no longer merely a knowledge area as in the 70’s, now it had become a concept 
produced to make possible the creation of a sense of being European, - a European identity. The 
ambition of strengthening a European identity through the European dimension was based upon 
an assumption of commonalities within European cultures. Assuming commonalities, as the 
existence of a European civilization and common foundations, was a political construction, as 
the history of Europe can be told in several ways. This creation of Europe as sharing a 
civilization can be analyzed as a version developed for the purpose of encouraging identification 
between Europeans, in order to create European identity. This analysis makes the EU’s power 
type apparent as a power type, which tried to create European minded subjects through the 
production of cultural commonalities. By officialising the ambition of creating European 
identities, the power type of the EU’s policy went from defining important actions, as with the 
conceptualization of the European dimension as knowledge area, to becoming normatively and 
morally ascribing. By stating what sort of identity was wanted, through the European dimension 
and European citizenship, the policy operated normatively as it implicitly stated the unwanted. 
As such young people who would take part in the economic and social development of the EC 
and in making concrete progress towards the creation of the European Union, and young people 
who were aware of the advantages that the EC claimed to represent (Council resolution, 1988, 1) 
was wanted. What was not wanted was young people without a sense of being European, without 
a sense of EU values, without willingness to engage in the economic and social life, young 
people that did not realize the possibilities of the EU, and who were not able to comprehend the 
glorious history of the EU. By constructing a set of norms to follow, the discursive creation of 
‘good’ and ‘bad’ Europeans, were being constructed, and the European identity as political 
objective was defined. This attempt of creating a possibility space for the development of a 
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European identity, through European citizenship can be seen as the attempt of constructing a 
supra-national identity, which was to operate on top of, or next to the national identity.   
 
From European identity to European citizenship  
In 1993 the commission published the ‘Green Paper on the European Dimension of Education’. 
Here the objective of the European dimension in education was proclaimed to instil in young 
people a sense of Europe, which would give them the possibility of becoming integrated into 
European society and accept their responsibilities as European citizens (Green paper, 1993, 3). 
The emergent discourse of the EU was yet again altered with this publication. The European 
dimension now became a question of providing the youth of Europe with a sense of Europe in 
order to make them aware of their responsibilities. The paper marks another policy moment and 
shift in the EU’s discourse, as European identity based upon commonalities as it was described 
in 1988 was effaced from the documents. European citizenship now remained as a concept that 
implied responsibilities, and the European dimension in education, was supposed to produce 
European citizens, who would embody a sense of responsibility towards Europe, through 
belonging to its community. Accepting responsibilities as a European citizen would, according to 
the paper, include learning languages, learning about Europe and socialize in a European context 
(Green paper, 1993, 5-6). Further the paper argues that the European dimension would make it 
easier for the students to enter the developing European labour market. Hereby logics of 
professionalization were present, as it was claimed that the European dimension would make 
European citizens able to become part of the European labour market. With the concept of a 
European dimension of 1993, the policy on education thus tried interpelling subjects by naming 
the European citizens part of a European community through responsibility and promises of 
professionalization, rather than attempting the production of a possibility space for a supra-
national identity based on ideas of cultural commonalities.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 36 
From European Citizenship to Active Citizenship  
Following the signing of the Maastricht treaty32 in 1993 the White Paper on ‘Growth, 
Competitiveness, Employment: The challenges and ways forward into the 21st century’ was 
published 33. The paper was written as to propose solutions for the high levels of unemployment 
at the time. One of the propositions in the paper was that of lifelong learning34: “All measures 
must therefore necessarily be based on the concept of developing, generalizing and systematizing 
lifelong learning and continuing training. This means that education and training systems must 
be reworked in order to take account of the need which is already growing and is set to grow 
even more in the future for the permanent recomposition and redevelopment of knowledge and 
know-how.” (White paper, 1993, 120). The concept of lifelong learning was produced with the 
purpose of developing the competences and potentials of the European citizens. With the 
announcement of taking all measures towards this aim, the paper tried gathering the divergent 
voices of the EU into a single author function. This can be seen through the gaze of the author 
function, as developed by Foucault, which is an external procedure of the disciplining powers of 
discourses; the author function groups the discourses around their meaningfulness and the origin 
of their coherence (Foucault, 1999, 16-20). Also by referring to scientific studies, that ‘proved’ 
what had to be done, and repeating this fact in many relations, the paper utilized scientific proof 
as procedures of inclusion and exclusion for that which could be logically and truthfully said, 
and that which could not be said within the discourse (Foucault, 1999, 16-20). As such both the 
power of the sciences, authorship, and that of the commentary - a procedure which repeats and 
interprets the discourse by referring to it as an entity and identity, and hereby closing it around 
itself (Foucault, 1999, 16-20) were used as power types towards the construction of a powerful 
policy discourse. Hereby the EU was building up truths and knowledge’s about education, at the 
                                                 
32 The Maastricht Treaty was signed and approved in 1992. It bares witness to an increased official focus upon education, as article 126 focuses 
separately on education, stating that the EC should contribute: “(…) to the development of quality education by encouraging cooperation between 
Member States and, if necessary, by supporting and supplementing their action, while fully respecting the responsibility of the Member States for 
the content of teaching and the organization of education systems and their cultural and linguistic diversity. “ (Maastricht treaty, 1992, 28). 
Community action was in focus as a way of securing co-operation, - the development of the European dimension in education was still at large, 
though harmonization was banned and only qualified majority could cause changes (Maastricht, 1992).  
33 Amongst other publishing’s can be mentioned, the Green Paper on the European Dimension of Education from 1993, which focused on all 
levels of education, but granted 55% of the budget to higher education: “Each of these objectives, whether they concern mobility or exchanges of 
information and experience, or those involved in the educational world, (…) is relevant in relation to potential value added by Community action 
in this area.” (Green Paper 1993, 5).  
34 In the policy context of the European Employment Strategy, the Commission and the Member States have defined lifelong learning as “all 
purposeful learning activity, whether formal or informal, undertaken on an ongoing basis with the aim of improving knowledge, skills and 
competence." (A Citizens Europe, 2000).  
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same time as it tried positioning itself as a powerful player within the discourse, - a player which 
saw the problems, found the solutions, and offered to solve them in practice35. 1993 thus 
manifests a policy moment, where the emergent discourse of the EU was officialised through a 
number of publications, which were to communicate the policy of the EU as connected through 
the EU’s constructed authorship, - and the EU as an important organizer36. Lifelong learning, 
however, betrays a desire to find a single solution for a number of problems, as it is invoked for 
educational issues as well as unemployment and preparation for the job market (Nóvoa, 2003, 
54). The EU’s attempts of proposing a single solution to all of Europe’s problems, thus seems 
rather far fetched, and more of an attempt to appear united in their efforts of constructing ‘natural 
truths’ towards solving Europe’s issues, than actually having concrete political consensus.  
 
Following the policy moment in the mid 90’s where large scale uniform policies of abstract 
remedies for a multitude of issues was prevalent, the year 2000 manifests a shift. In 2000 the 
solutions proposed counted on the Europeans active engagement within lifelong learning rather 
than a EU controlled effort as in 1993. In the policy context of the European Employment 
Strategy, the Commission and the Member States thus defined lifelong learning as: “all 
purposeful learning activity, whether formal or informal, undertaken on an ongoing basis with 
the aim of improving knowledge, skills and competence." (A Citizens Europe, 2000). Lifelong 
learning in this policy moment became instrumental within both unemployment and education, 
which somehow solidified the concept as a part of the EU’s overarching policy. By focusing on 
all aspects of learning, formally and informally37, in all periods of peoples lives, the European 
policy on education demanded active engagement from its citizens towards the building of a 
strong Europe: “(…)lifelong learning must thus become an individual right and a collective 
                                                 
35 This period was followed by the publication of other papers; a white paper on education and training ‘Teaching and Learning – Towards the 
Learning society’ (1995) was published. The paper concerned the development of knowledge and skills in Europe, and the main objectives of the 
paper, was to discuss how to create skill accreditation systems and recognition of skills across Europe. 
36 1996 was the European Year of lifelong learning. The objective of the year was to raise awareness on the benefits of lifelong learning. During 
the year, many initiatives, publications and studies focused on lifelong learning and the potentials of cooperation on a European level. By 
nominating a year of lifelong learning, the EU drew monopoly on the concept, even though it had been used, and still is, in many other relations 
(by the OECD, Member States etc.). 1996 was also the year of the publication of the green paper on “Training – Research – The obstacles to 
mobility”, that focused its analysis of the practical difficulties regarding mobility. Furthermore an increased focus came on informal formative 
experience, when the Action Programme EVS (European Voluntary Service for young people) was set into motion, focusing on the spirit of 
initiative and creativity and solidarity amongst young people in order to promote their integration into society.  
37 Formal learning is understood as the sort of learning, which takes place within institutions, where the content and form of the learning process 
is structured and goal oriented. Informal learning is as such all other learning processes, and can also take place within institutions, but are then 
unintended learning processes from the side of the teachers/organisers. 
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responsibility. (…) It is the best chance we have for building a Citizens' Europe, as well as being 
the obvious educational answer to the demands of a knowledge-based economy. Our aim is to 
build a Europe in which everyone has the opportunity to develop their potential to the full, to feel 
that they can contribute and that they belong.”(A Citizens Europe, 2000). Education in the mid 
80’s was seen as a possibility, but in 2000 it transformed into an individual responsibility, and a 
question of personal fulfilment through the concept of lifelong learning. Whereas lifelong 
learning in 1993 was seen as an objective for the EU to implement, it became an individual 
responsibility in 2000. Citizenship and lifelong learning demanded an extensive effort on the 
behalf of the Europeans, as it called for the entrepreneurial, self-reliant and flexible citizen who 
was supposed to become competitive within the globalizing labour market (Johansson, 2007, 
172). However, the concept of learning was not defined nor discussed, as it would necessitate an 
agreement on a concept of learning and pedagogical content. As I see it, lifelong learning 
therefore remained a vague concept that operated as a political objective towards making the 
citizens responsible for their own upkeep with the development and acknowledgement of the 
potentials of being a part of Europe. Citizenship and lifelong learning as an individual possibility 
and societal responsibility here became a question of morals, of being given, and having to give 
back to others. The argument of the EU was built upon a quid-pro-quo logic, as Europe provided 
its citizens with opportunities; the citizens had to give something back to society, which they 
would do by fulfilling their potentials.  
 
The importance of the citizens individual responsibility, was underscored by the publication of 
the memorandum on lifelong learning, which added two character traits to the concept: 
“Employability – the capacity to secure and keep employment – is not only a core dimension of 
active citizenship, but it is equally a decisive condition for reaching full employment and for 
improving European competitiveness and prosperity in the ‘new economy’.” (Memorandum, 
2000). Through the theoretical gaze of individualization and totalization, as developed by 
Foucault, the power type of the EU can here be analysed as wanting to govern people from the 
outside in. Individualization refers to the procedures of creating individuals by means of talking 
about them, defining norms about them through disciplines and commentaries, - and by referring 
to them as an entity of individuals. Totalization refers to the procedures of group making, by 
organizing individuals in surveys, or deciding on action orientated programs towards individuals 
as groups. These two aspects are mutually constitutive in discourses that try to exert power 
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through the rules of discourses (Heede, 2000, 27). The European citizens were thus considered a 
group that together had to raise the competitiveness of Europe and its prosperity, but this could 
only be made possible if the citizens were self-reliant, responsible, flexible individuals who were 
active and employable life long learners. Hereby the momentary solidification of the discourse 
(language and practice) of the EU, tried to talk both to the citizens of Europe as individuals and 
as an entity, as to beseech solidarity as well as individual responsibility.  
 
This period of policy making, can be seen through a neo-liberal38 gaze, as the new ‘catchphrase’ 
of the active citizen who learnt to become employable through lifelong learning, was supposed 
to provide the European citizens with liberty under responsibility and under certain moral 
guidelines discursively manifested by the EU. This neo-liberal policy production was 
nonetheless formally produced as something apolitical, as the EU wrote: “By the mid-1990s, it 
was agreed not only that education and training throughout life helps to maintain economic 
competitiveness and employability, but it is also the best way to combat social exclusion (…)..” 
(Memorandum, 2000). Hereby the EU was producing policy as described by Wright & Shore, as 
politics going normative, through its pretended coherent authorship the EU placed itself, outside 
the realms of opinion and debate, and inside the realm of right and wrong. By establishing that 
lifelong learning was agreed to be the best solution, the discourse in the memorandum left no 
room for counterarguments, as the notions were presented as universal truths.  
 
The political effort of presenting the EU as having one voice was further communicated by the 
adoption of the motto39 of ‘unity in diversity’ in 2000, following an unofficial process40. The 
motto can be seen through the gaze of the commentary, as it continuously reproduces, repeats 
and interprets itself as a positive interpretation of the workings of the EU, as if the EU was a 
unified whole, with one voice. Having a motto is powerful as it repeats the objectives of ones 
actions and the EU repeated ‘unity in diversity’ often enough, to make it stand out as what was 
                                                 
38 Neoliberalism is originally an economic principle, based upon the goal of rolling back the frontiers of the state, in the view that unregulated 
market capitalism will deliver efficiency, growth and prosperity (Heywood, 2002, 50). In relation to power-knowledge formations within 
emergent discourses neoliberalism, creates a different sort of power: “(…) where individuals are expected to conduct themselves voluntarily in 
ways that contribute to the government’s idea of moral order – what Rose (1992) has called government through freedom.” (Wright, 2005). 
39 “A motto (from the Italian word motto, meaning witticism, sentence) is a phrase meant to formally describe the general motivation or intention 
of a social group or organization” (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Motto). 
40 The European constitution would have legally enshrined the European flag, the motto, an anthem and the euro as being official to the EU. The 
Treaty of Lisbon does however not mention the symbols, apart from the euro being made the official currency of the union. Despite being 
dropped from the new treaty, the EU symbols will continue to be used as before (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/European_symbols). 
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wanted. But more importantly, the motto became a tool for enveloping the actions of the EU, as 
the EU hereby manifested a belief in the unity of the diversity of Europe, whilst trying to create 
it, thus producing and reproducing the discourse of their policies. The power type of the motto of 
the EU was therefore one that tried to direct the education policy towards a sense of unity, whilst 
creating the parameters for the unity to be comprehended with, and the framework for the unity 
to exist under. Unity in diversity went hand in hand with the emphasis upon active citizenship, as 
it wanted the Europeans identification with the EU project, not to be a result of a common EU 
cultural identity as in the 80’s, nor as a result of European citizenship as responsibility as in the 
90’s, but to occur through active diverse individuals utilizing the opportunity that the 
construction of unity in Europe provides.   
 
In 2002 the council resolution introduced adaptability as a concept, under the workings of 
lifelong learning, employability and active citizenship. Adaptability was described as the active 
citizens’ ability to adapt to the changes of society (Council resolution, 2002). Adaptability along 
side the concept of employability and lifelong learning manifests an increased attentiveness 
towards structuring the actions and shaping the selves of the European citizens in a European 
direction. By constructing an image of the ‘good European’ who’s every action is orientated 
towards Europe the EU constructed possible subject positions for the ‘good active European’ to 
inhabit. The agenda was to beseech the Europeans identification with the subject position of the 
active citizen. Through these processes of creating subjects the EU sought to govern the conduct 
of the EU subjects and structure their everyday lives through normative concepts as lifelong 
learning, adaptability and employability. Hereby it would become possible to produce an ‘army’ 
of Europeans, who were willing to contribute actively to the development of Europe and hereby 
produce a larger power potential for the EU41.    
 
In 2005 ‘Learning for Active citizenship’ was published. It manifested a solidification of the 
policy concept of active citizenship and claimed Europe to be going into the knowledge age; an 
age in which knowledge is defined an economic asset, and therefore all citizens should actively 
engage themselves in the development of Europe. The morality of ‘A citizens Europe’ of 2000 
where responsibility was a key word was with ‘Learning for Active Citizenship’ exchanged with 
                                                 
41 An interesting side note, is the fact that by the end of 2006, when the Socrates programme ran out, the new education policy programme was 
called the Lifelong Learning Programme (2007-2013), underscoring the continuous belief in the concept, and its potentials.  
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an even more individualistic approach, which described the potential realization of Europe, as a 
result of active citizens; whereas the policy of 2000 described the EU’s efforts as enabling the 
production of European citizens. The shift in ascribing the power of constructing Europe, from 
Europe itself to its citizens, underscores the increasing individualistic approach in the EU’s 
education policy. Still, the report pointed to the Erasmus programme, as a programme which was 
to enable students to learn active citizenship. The rhetoric of the report thus continues to position 
EU in a powerful position, from where its policies were considered to be securing the possibility 
space of the active citizens’ personal, professional and societal development. I consider the 
power-type of the EU in this phase to be neo-liberal, as it tries managing its population through a 
power-type, which provides people with liberal possibilities as European mobility, whilst 
constructing morals and norms around the possibilities in order to affect the citizens’ actions. 
 
Active citizenship, the European dimension, employability, adaptability and lifelong learning are 
all processes of reconfiguring the self of the European citizens, and of the youth of Europe. 
Therefore I see the identitarian policy approach within the EU’s education policy as an attempt 
of getting people to identify with project Europe, and make them work for and with it. From the 
notion of European identity based on a construction of commonalities, to the notion of 
European citizenship based upon notions of responsibility and solidarity, to the concept of 
active citizenship as an approach beseeching an adaptable, lifelong learning, employable self-
engaging subject, the policy of the EU has changed and transformed. However, evidence can 
also be found, pointing to the fact that the concepts do not replace each other. Rather they are 
continuously developed as new attempts of reconfiguring the Europeans, and they are often 
utilized side-by side, which will be discussed in chapter 4.3. The identitarian approach thus 
produces a flexible, dynamic discursive framework for policy moments, which creates a rather 
intangible possibility space for European subjects to manoeuvre within.  
 
4.2 The Pragmatic Approach  
The EU’s pragmatic approach towards the unionization of education concerns the cooperation 
and convergence of European educational systems. The approach is therefore an approach of 
facilitating mobility, convergence, comparability, cooperation and competition between Member 
States and their educational systems. The pragmatic approach does not directly target the shaping 
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of the European youth. Rather it targets the institutions and nations, in order to structure the 
institutional possibility spaces for the youth of Europe. The Maastricht Treaty (1992) bears 
witness to an increased focus upon cooperation in education, as article 126 focuses separately on 
education, stating that the EC should contribute: “(…) to the development of quality education by 
encouraging cooperation between Member States and, if necessary, by supporting and 
supplementing their action, while fully respecting the responsibility of the Member States for the 
content of teaching and the organization of education systems and their cultural and linguistic 
diversity. “ (Maastricht Treaty, 1992, 28). The decision of suggesting co-operation towards the 
development of quality in education, without discussing the concepts of quality or development, 
is quite contradictory, - for what should the cooperation towards the development of quality 
consist of? The issue at stake in 1992 was therefore not an attempt to control the content, but can 
be seen as a way of structuring the discursive formation of education in Europe towards a truth 
and normality in which cooperation was considered necessary. Member States wished to remain 
in control over certain aspects of their educational policies, so the EU therefore pleaded for co-
operation without defining its content, in order to be positioned as a solution maker, a co-
ordinator and a powerful - but not threatening – co-player.   
 
In 1999 the EU signed the Bologna Declaration42 on making a European Higher Education Area 
(from hereon EHEA): “The Bologna process aims inter alia at making divergent higher 
education systems converge towards a more transparent system by 2010, based on three cycles: 
Degree/Bachelor - Master - Doctorate.” (Bologna, 1999)43. By signing the declaration, the EU 
embraced the idea of harmonizing the structures and forms of the European educational systems, 
in spite of the fact that the EU had stated, on many occasions, that it would not tangle with the 
shape (or content) of educational systems. The signing of the Bologna declaration thus marks a 
                                                 
42 In 1998 the Sorbonne declaration was signed by the ministers of education from France, Italy, England and Germany. By signing the 
declaration, the ministers proclaimed willingness towards cooperation on, abiding student (and teacher) mobility and integration into the 
European labour market, transparency of courses, and recognition of qualification and cycles of study (The Sorbonne declaration, 1998). 
43 The Bologna declaration was initially developed outside the realm of the EU in the University of Bologna in 1988 . The predecessor to the 
Sorbonne declaration was the  Magna Charta Universitatum (1988), it was signed by 430 Rectors in the University of Bologna, Italy, with the aim 
of encouraging co-operation and mobility through structural harmonization towards equivalence of status’, titles and examinations, between 
Universities. The process did not commence in the realm of the EU, and: “The university is an autonomous institution at the heart of societies 
differently organized because of geography and historical heritage (…) its research and teaching must be morally and intellectually independent 
of all political authority and (…) economic power.” (Magna Charta Universitatum, 1988).  
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policy moment that solidified the EU’s aim of encouraging both co-operation and convergence44. 
The Bologna declaration was embraced by the EU as a way of manifesting, that not only had the 
EU succeeded in positioning itself as an important player in the discursive formation on higher 
education in Europe, it had also succeeded in validating the story that a European education 
strategy could not be accomplished without the participation of the EU. The implementation of 
the 3-5-2 year system (bachelor-master-doctorate) alongside with the implementation of 
European Credit Transfer System (ECTS) has had a direct effect on students’ everyday lives. For 
Erasmus students, this has become even more important, as the courses taken abroad are counted 
and transferred into ECTS points, and students may only exchange with studies on the students 
current level of study. Hereby the EU has succeeded in becoming a part of students’ lives in a 
very direct manner. The effect of implementing structural changes, even though the Bologna 
process is a multi-institutional and trans-national cooperation, abides in the spreading of the 
European dimension in education, which adds importance to the political power of the EU. 
Further it directly influences the lives of individuals; hereby links are drawn between political 
structures and individuals, allowing for them to ‘communicate’ more directly.  
 
The Lisbon process (2000 - )45 introduced the new Open Method of Cooperation (from hereon 
the OMC): “Implementing this strategy (of increased cooperation towards better education red.) 
will be achieved by improving the existing processes, introducing a new open method of 
coordination at all levels, coupled with a stronger guiding and coordinating role for the 
European Council to ensure more coherent strategic direction and effective monitoring of 
progress.” (Lisbon, 2004, 6). The OMC’s method relies on increased transparency and 
monitoring, benchmarking and guidelines for quality, which creates a form of peer pressure, as 
no member state wants to be seen as scoring the lowest on quality46. By positioning the Member 
                                                 
44 The aim was to achieve a comparable system of academic degrees, with similar cycles, and a system of accumulation and transfer of credits Of 
the ECTS type used in the Socrates-Erasmus exchange scheme. ; to encourage the mobility of students, teachers and researchers and cooperation 
with regard to quality assurance, and continue the implementation of the European dimension in higher education (Bologna, 1999). 
45 The strategy set sails in 2000, and manifested an increased focus upon transparency and comparability concerning educational systems, with 
the identification, by the Heads of State, of clear aims and guidelines for national educational systems “The three most central for education are : 
- a substantial annual increase in per capita investment in human resources; - the number of 18 to 24 year olds with only lower-secondary level 
education who are not in further education and training should be halved by 2010; - a European framework should define the new basic skills to 
be provided through lifelong learning: IT skills, foreign languages, technological culture, entrepreneurship and social skills” (Hingel, 2001) 
46 Generally, the OMC works in stages. First, the Council of Ministers agrees on (often very broad) policy goals. Member states then transpose 
guidelines into national and regional policies. Thirdly, specific benchmarks and indicators to measure best practice are agreed upon. Finally, 
results are monitored and Evaluated. 
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States as vulnerable in case of low scores, as well as conducting their actions through guidance 
towards ‘best practices’, the OMC becomes a powerful way of governing without declaring to do 
so. Pleading for co-operation might seem an innocent endeavour, but with the OMC it became a 
power type, based on competition, within the EU’s policy on education which made comparison 
possible. As the council was the organ which was to define what sort of ‘quality’ to measure and 
evaluate, it became the EU that set the standards for what was to be considered good and bad 
behaviour for the Member States and their institutions. Hereby the EU obtained a position as a 
normative evaluator, with the power of structuring the possibility space for the institutions and 
nations to manoeuvre within.  
 
With the naming of Europe as entering the knowledge age, and the consequent wording of the 
necessity to: “(…) build up a Europe of knowledge and thus provide a better response to the 
major challenges of this new century (…)” (Socrates phase, II, 2000), the EU manifested an 
increased focus on Europe as positioned within global competition. With the signing of the 
Bologna Declaration, and the Lisbon Strategy which gave an increased structuring, monitoring 
and co-ordinating role to the EU, the EU’s power type, from 1999, began focusing more on 
structuring systems and content of educational systems in order to govern the conduct of 
institutions and nations. In spite of the Maastricht Treaty’s declaration of not tangling with 
content, the global competition seems to have made the EU look both at co-operation, and intra-
European competition in order to encourage ‘development’, through the OMC. This relationship 
between cooperation and competition can seem paradoxical, as the Member States are supposed 
to work with one another, not against. However, this paradox can be seen as a policy solution 
towards structuring systems and their contents, towards unionizing efforts of combating global 
competition, in a situation in which the EU has no legal basis for implanting changes.   
 
The pragmatic approach can therefore be seen as the EU’s attempt towards producing a uniform 
cooperation discourse whilst ensuring competition, - structured and governed by the EU towards 
an aim of ensuring that the educational systems ‘develop’ as much as possible. The objective is 
to unionize the educational systems towards the creation of European minded education systems, 
for the European students, the youth of Europe, to act and learn under.   
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4.3 Mobility as the Bringing to Life of the Policies on Education 
The Erasmus programme: “(…) is named after the philosopher, theologian and humanist 
Erasmus of Rotterdam (1465-1536). An untiring adversary of dogmatic thought in all fields of 
human endeavour, Erasmus lived and worked in several parts of Europe, in quest of the 
knowledge, experience and insights which only such contacts with other countries could bring. 
By leaving his fortune to the University of Basel, he became a precursor of mobility grants.” 
(Erasmus b, 2006). Telling the tale of Erasmus of Rotterdam is not a neutral way of telling a tale, 
rather it is a powerful political endeavour towards the creation of a legend. Creating legends have 
effects, as legends are celebrated they set objectives for the best behaviour possible and as such 
set objectives for human behaviour. The legend of the mobile Erasmus is the legend that the EU 
wants the Erasmus students to follow, when on Erasmus. Creating legends and repeating their 
tales in awe, is therefore a way of structuring reality around concepts of what is considered good 
and bad. Naming the programme ‘Erasmus’ therefore inclines a normative imagery of the ‘good’ 
behaviour, expected of the Erasmus students to replicate.  
 
The aforementioned report on ‘Learning for Active Citizenship’ from 2005, names the Erasmus 
programme as a positive example of how to make possible the learning of active citizenship. The 
report thus constitutes a policy moment, in which the truths about the programme are 
momentarily solidified. In the report, the Erasmus programme is said to provide learners with 
valuable insight into the European Dimension of the subjects they study, of providing them with 
the opportunity to develop a stronger sense of sharing a European identity, and fostering the 
ability to: “shape and adapt to changes in the economic and social environment.“ (Learning for 
Active Citizenship, 2005). As such the report manifests a gathering of the discourses of both the 
1980’s ideas of European identity, and the 2000 and 2005 policies on active citizenship. Four 
learning aims are inscribed in the report, as the sought after results of personal involvement in an 
action programme. The aims are as follows:  
 Learning to deconstruct stereotypical judgements, and discover commonalities and 
complementarities between different groups.  
 Learning to participate more effectively in communities and in the context of European 
integration and broader economic and social change.  
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 Personally experiencing encounters and confrontations with the unfamiliar and the 
different (spaces, places, people) to prompt the ‘chain of critical reflection’ referred to 
earlier (the first bullet point).  
 Embarking on a journey of personal discovery and development as part of the ongoing 
search for identity in a complex and individualised world (Learning for Active 
Citizenship 2005).  
These four learning aims are built up around the arguments which construct the concepts of 
adaptability, employability, European identity, the European dimension in education and active 
citizenship. The chain of arguments makes the EU point to the Erasmus programme, as the 
action programme that enables all of the potential positive aspects of the EU’s policy on 
education, - hereby making the Erasmus programme stand out as the exemplary action 
programme, that puts into action that which is wanted from the EU’s engagement within 
education in Europe. The Erasmus programme can thus be seen as an attempt of creating 
governable subjects whom will act according to the knowledge’s, morals and truths produced by 
the EU. It is interesting to notice the way in which active citizenship and European identity are 
worded as objectives side by side, manifesting the fact that the emerging discourse of the EU on 
education, is not one of linear development, rather it operates through processes of solidification 
and emergence, and ‘old’ policy concepts as European identity, might therefore be re-utilized 
when deemed necessary. Still the concepts have each their point of emergence, which manifest 
the heterogeneity within the discourse on education, and thus the processual constructed essence 
of the policy.    
 
In 2006 the EU published a ‘Mobility Charter’, on the basis of an action plan for mobility from 
200047. Even though this charter was published around the time of field of study, and therefore 
did not have the time to be thoroughly communicated and implemented, it clearly marks the 
intentions with mobility – as a EU structured movement facilitated for the sake of structuring 
subject positions for students to inhabit. The arguments for the positive aspects of mobility are 
therefore of interest for the analysis of the everyday lives of the Erasmus students. The content of 
                                                 
47 The action plan had the objective of defining a European strategy for the fostering of the mobility of young people, students, teachers and 
training and research staff within the Union, with the perspective of constructing a genuine European area of knowledge By means of developing 
multilingualism, making it easier to find information on mobility, drawing up a mobility chart, promoting the financing of mobility, making 
financially and socially accessible for all, Introducing new forms of mobility, improving reception facilities for young people, simplifying the 
mobility calendar, giving a proper status for people opting for mobility, developing systems of recognition, recognizing the experience gained 
(Action plan for mobility, 2000).  
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the charter was proposed by an expert group48 appointed by the EU, and according to the charter, 
mobility :“(…) is an essential tool for creating a genuine European area of lifelong learning, 
for promoting employment and reducing poverty, and for helping to promote active European 
citizenship.” Further: “Mobility brings citizens closer to one another and improves mutual 
understanding. It promotes solidarity, the exchange of ideas and a better knowledge of the 
different cultures which make up Europe; thus, mobility furthers economic, social and regional 
cohesion.” (Recommendation on Transnational Mobility, 2006)49. Through this appraisal 
mobility seems to entail the solution for Europe’s entire problems (the problems as defined by 
the EU itself), making the charter interesting, as it defines what mobility does (not that which is 
hoped mobility will result in), based on EU conducted surveys and studies. Of importance here, 
is not whether the aspects of mobility are true or false, but that they are worded in order to 
validate the efforts made by the EU in its mobility programmes. As the charter defines mobility’s 
positive aspects, it also makes the claim that the EU’s action programme on mobility (Erasmus) 
has worked in a positive direction, ensuring solidarity, exchanges, understanding between 
cultures, as well as contributing to the development of lifelong learning, active citizenship etc. In 
the charter, European identity has yet again vanished as concept, and only active citizenship 
remains. The construction of the subject position for the Erasmus students to inhabit thus 
becomes intangible due to the continuous changes in the emergent discourse on education, 
turning it into a flexible and vague possibility space for the students to identify with, and 
maneuver within. However, by constructing an image of what something is, and how it works, 
the truth about it is constructed, and constructing truth is a normative act, which operates within 
discourse. Describing what mobility does, and thus what Erasmus students experience on their 
stay, is therefore not necessarily a reflection of what actually happens. It might only be a political 
attempt to tell the story as it should be, which on paper creates the reality of lived life. The 
question remains whether the story told by the EU resembles the story lived by the Erasmus 
students? Or if the power type that the EU exerts by telling stories in order to construct versions 
                                                 
48 In the proposal, it is not further specified whom the members of this expert group is, nor how they were appointed. 
49 The Charter on Mobility outlines a list of recommendations to the Member States governments and their education institutions, on how to 
improve the quality of mobility, by improving preparation, information and guidance, formulating learning plans etc. The bullets points are as 
follows: Access to information and guidance before leaving, a learning plan must be drawn up by sending and hosting institution, personalisation; 
mobility should fit in with the students personal learning pathways, general preparation of participants, language courses legal aspects etc. should 
be prepared, linguistic aspects entailing language assessment and support should be provided, logistical support such as travel arrangements, 
insurance, residence etc. should be given, mentoring during the stay should be provided by hosting institution, recognition of periods of study, 
reintegration and Evaluation on return to country of origin, commitments and responsibilities must be agreed upon between hosting organisations 
and participants. (Recommendation on transnational mobility, 2006).   
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of reality, and hereby position itself positively, fails to turn into actual actions as the Erasmus 
students encounter everyday life’s multiple facets? 
 
4.4 The Power Type of the EU as the Creation of the Good Erasmus Student 
As the analysis has attempted to illustrate, the policy on higher education within the EU as a 
multi-voiced author has changed over time and has been using different emergent discourses in 
order to construct its power-type within the discursive formation of education in Europe. The 
causes to these changes have not been described, as this is outside the scope of the theoretical 
gaze chosen for the purpose of this study. However, it needs to be emphasized, that the changes 
are results of causes both within and outside the realm of Europe.  
 
Firstly the EU has changed size following periods of enlargements, where new Member States 
have been accepted, which causes different challenges for the unionization of education50. The 
EU is therefore not a constant entity: “This in itself makes real harmonization problematic, for 
the good reason that as soon as any common ground is created it will have to be renegotiated at 
such times as countries join the community with rather different perspectives on the issue on 
which common approaches have been agreed.” (Phillips and Ertl, 306, 2003). The policy 
moments therefore reflects consensus, as Member States have not wished to abandon power on 
the legislative areas that constitute education. In consequence the emergent discursive framework 
of education in the EU is at times extremely vague; leaving it vulnerable to different 
interpretations of Member States, institutions and students. The answers to questions such as; 
what learning is, what development is, and what quality is, are numerous, which the policy 
moments ‘vagueness’ reflects. This results in a large gap between the way the content of the 
policies are negotiated, how they are implemented within Member States and how they are acted 
out by the European subjects.  
 
                                                 
50 Belgium July 1952, France July 1952, Italy July 1952, Luxembourg July 1952, Netherlands July 1952, W. Germany July 1952, Denmark 
January 1973, Ireland January 1973, United Kingdom January 1973, Greece January 1981, Portugal January 1986, Spain January 1986, Austria 
January 1995, Finland January 1995, Sweden January 1995, Cyprus May 2004, Czech Republic May 2004,   Estonia May 2004, Hungary May 
2004, Latvia May 2004, Lithuania May 2004, Malta May 2004, Poland May 2004, Slovakia May 2004, Slovenia May 2004, Bulgaria January 
2007, Romania January 2007 (wikipedia.org/wiki/Enlargement_of_the_European_Union) 
 49 
Secondly, globalization (or internationalisation) has brought about increased interrelatedness 
between countries. Economic crisis in one country, can therefore affect the economic situation of 
another. Unemployment rates in the EU manifest this relationship, as increases in unemployment 
rates in the 1980s to a large extent was a consequence of the Iranian revolution and the Iran/Iraq 
wars, and the consequent oil-crisis51. As a consequence of rising unemployment rates, the EU’s 
focus on education has risen; as the EU has used unemployment figures as arguments for further 
investments in education. This relationship, however, has also brought about an increased 
attentiveness towards global competition, and the EU’s arguments within the emergent discourse 
on education, is often based upon comparisons between the EU, USA and Japan52.  
 
Finally the EU is in continuous competition with other international organizations as the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) (who also tries to 
monopolize the concept of lifelong learning (Wells, 113, 2005)), the UN and Member States 
internal discourses and so forth. This makes the EU’s policies a result of interconnectedness 
between Member States and the surrounding world, and not as the EU would have it 
communicated, as the result of a coherent development stemming from a single author.  
 
Still, a ‘silent revolution’ has taken place, as intensification in European cooperation and 
competition within education policies can be traced, as the EU with the OMC and the Bologna 
process, has achieved a more powerful position. It is now the council that decides on frameworks 
for transparency and benchmarking within European cooperation; - it is the EU that marks the 
bench! Further the interpellation mechanisms of the identitarian approach works at least 
demographically, as an increasing amount of students goes on Erasmus each year53. The nature 
                                                 
51 Each of the major recessions in Europe was largely exogenous to the EU and, for that reason, largely beyond its control. The major recession 
of the 1970s (rise in unemployment from about 3% to 5%) was to a large extent triggered by the American inflation of the late 1960s and the 
breakdown of the Bretton Woods exchange rate regimes, the Yom Kippur War, and the fourfold increase in oil prices by the Organization of 
Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC). The recessions of the early 1980’s (rise in unemployment from about 5 % to 9, 5%) were in large part 
triggered by the effect on oil production and prices of the Iranian Revolution and the Iran-Iraq ware. The recession of the 1990s (rise in 
unemployment from 7% to about 11%) was in large part triggered by upward pressure on European interest rates that followed increases in 
German interest rates in the late 1980s and early 1990s, especially those that occurred in the wake of unification. (Bermeo, 2001, 11-12).  
52 In the communication from the commission to the parliament and the council from 2006 named ’Delivering on the modernisation agendas for 
universities: education research and innovation’, it is in comparison to the USA and Japan, where USA has higher percentages of investment in 
research, higher gross enrolment rates within tertiary education that the EU claims a need for innovation, and a lesser unemployment rate 
amongst graduates (Communication on modernisation, 2006) 
53 159.324 students went on Erasmus in the academic year 2006/2007, 154.421 in 2005/2006, 144.037 in the year 2004/2005. 
(http://ec.europa.eu/education/programmes/llp/erasmus/stat_en.html) 
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of the power type of the EU is therefore to be understood as a soft power type. It is a power type 
that operates through policies, that argument, seduces, allures, makes guidelines and proposals 
towards change, it creates truths, produces knowledge’s and norms. It therefore places itself 
within a neoliberal power type, but without legislative means, which is why I will it call a ‘soft 
power type’. The policy on education thus operates in a mutually constitutive relationship 
between the identitarian approach, which has the objective of reconfiguring the selves of the 
Europeans, and the pragmatic approach, which tries converging and developing educational 
systems. The final aim of both policy approaches of the EU is the creation of the youth of 
Europe through educational policies, embodied in the good Erasmus student, as someone who 
brings to life the concepts of active citizenship, employability, adaptability and lifelong learning 
through being mobile. Governing the conduct of the youth of Europe is thus the final destination 
for the seemingly abstract political discourse on education and therefore the EU’s power type is 
nothing without the relationship between itself and its subjects; The power type of the EU is only 
‘power’, if the actions it tries to inspire are actually carried out, - if its conduct affects the 
conduct of others, - if the youth of Europe is shaped into the discursive framework, as 
constructed and governed by the EU.  
 
This makes the soft power type of the EU strong and fragile at the same time. Strong, as it avoids 
the necessity of having a legal foundation for decision; as it avoids belonging to a certain nation-
state and therefore is mobile with the students; and as it beseeches identification through means 
of seduction and persuasion. But the power type is also fragile. By going on Erasmus, the youth 
of Europe take the first steps towards making the power type of the EU come to life. But the 
power type of the EU has a weakness, as it depends on the actions of the students to be in 
accordance with the imagery as created by the EU, in order to be efficient. The students are 
individuals, with pasts, presents and futures, and therefore they find themselves within several 
discourses, caught in-between meaning making processes, deterritorialized, and momentary 
strangers as Erasmus students. The power type of the EU is therefore only, if it succeeds in 
shaping the actions of the Erasmus students, and hereby conducing them towards becoming good 
Erasmus students, that is, if the policy succeeds in affecting the youth of Europe. But the 
everyday life of the Erasmus students is tricky, fluid, interconnected to many places, and 
consequently ever-changing. - Thus, the power type as discussed in this policy analysis can be 
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considered soft, and must be tried in relation to the everyday life of Erasmus students as 
observed and experienced in the empirical part of the study.  
 
The following chapter will introduce ‘youth’ as a research area, and area of political interest, 
towards the structuring of societies. As the Erasmus students exemplify the youth of Europe, 
which the EU seeks to govern, there is a significant effort to be made in discussing the possible 
subject positions of ‘youth’ within a political power play. Youth as an area of political interest, 
and discursively constructed part of life, will therefore be discussed in the following chapter.   
 
5. Youth and the Erasmus Programme  
The policy analysis concluded that the political aim of the EU’s policies on education (through 
the identitarian and pragmatic approach) is to structure a normatively loaded possibility space for 
the youth of Europe to manoeuvre within and identify with54. The ‘political target’ of the policies 
on education thus becomes the youth of Europe whose actions are attempted conducted towards 
a European structured reality. But why target the youth of Europe? What is politically interesting 
about the European youth?  
 
‘Youth studies’ as a research area is divided into different areas of interest, and ways of looking 
at the segment of people categorized as youth. This research area can be divided into two schools 
of thought. The first school sees ‘youth’ as a life phase between childhood and adulthood, and 
therefore a transitional phase in a persons overall development, and youth is thus understood as 
an yet unaccomplished, but soon to be, adulthood. The other school considers ‘youth’ to be a 
socially constructed category, which provides people of a certain age with a socially constructed 
possibility space for manoeuvre, and certain identification possibilities. By being positioned in, 
and identifying with the category on an everyday basis, the category is challenged as it is 
constantly met with everyday discourses (language and practice). This relational viewpoint turns 
youth into a category that is constantly being produced and reproduced, fixated and challenged. 
What unites these two schools of thought is that they refer to a grand narrative55 of our times, in 
                                                 
54 The EU’s education policies operate under the general framework of ‘Education, training and youth’, and for the EU the youth is the age 
group between 15-and 25 (www.europa.eu/pol/educ/index_en.htm). 
55 Danish researcher Niels Kryger, differentiates between grand narratives and small narratives. Whereas grand narratives are the available forms 
of comprehension within cultural contexts, the small narratives deals with the concrete stories and analysis that relates to the material gathered in 
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which ‘youth’ is conceptualized as different from adulthood and childhood, either in terms of 
development or socially, and ‘youth’ is therefore considered a moment within which people act 
and think in a certain way. 
 
I do not consider youth to be a biologically, developmental specific phase. Rather, I see it as a 
social category that is constantly being contested through battles over meaning and content. 
However, as a social construct, youth is based upon an emergent scientific discourse and grand 
narratives which tries fixating the meaning of youth. Within life-span theory, youth is considered 
a transitional life phase between childhood and adulthood, in which the development of identity 
is important (Illeris, 2003, 365). According to Danish researcher Knud Illeris, young people are 
more critical, self-aware and rebellious than children, and more open-minded and willing to go 
out on a limb than adults. This makes youth a phase that encourages identity issues, as the youth 
looks for ideas of ‘who they want to be when they grow up’. Illeris therefore considers youth a 
phase in which questions are asked, answers sought and a sense of self developed (Illeris, 2003, 
364). Within a social constructionist gaze, where truth and knowledge is considered to be 
constructed in specific cultural and political settings, I find Illeris’ discourse on youth similar to 
the EU’s emergent discourse on youth and education. That is ‘youth’ in the EU’s emergent 
discourse, is a phase of exploration, of becoming adult, and of going on personal journeys of 
self-discovery and development (Learning for Active Citizenship, 2005). This means that youth, 
in the EU perspective, is a transitional phase before adulthood.  
 
Sven Mørch describes youth as a social category created inside the educational systems. 
“Education is the historical basis of youth construction; the notion of youth developed as a 
consequence of the development of educational systems (Gillis, 1981; Musgrove, 1964; Mørch, 
1985). Therefore changes in educational perspectives are very important; the context of 
education is arguably the most basic structuration context of youth.” (Mørch, 2003, 54). Mørch 
argues that until education became a genuine possibility for all social classes, people went 
directly from childhood to adulthood. But mass-education, learning and development for all, 
meant that; “Young people became ‘youth’ and developed a special youth behaviour or ‘youth 
personality’ ” (Mørch, 2003, 54). Following this equation, the youth of postmodernity are 
                                                                                                                                                             
empirical field studies. The small narratives are related to the grand, as the researcher comments, negotiate and discuss the grand narratives, 
through the material gathered and analysed (Kryger, 2004, 124).  
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increasingly challenged as educational systems change, unionizes and competes on global stages. 
“The construction of youth life and youth is closely connected to the process of individualization 
in educational systems. Therefore the dialectic between youth development and educational 
systems is important to study, not only in the way educational systems influence youth 
development but also in the way youth development demands changes in educational planning, 
contexts and methods.” (Mørch, 2003, 60). Understanding youth as a social construction, 
contested and reproduced by changes in educational systems thus entails a dialectic relationship 
between the way the systems influences youth and the way youth influences the systems. 
Through this perspective where education is seen as a way of shaping youth, and youth is the 
future labour market, youth becomes an important segment for the EU to structure and conduct. 
Structuring the subject possibilities of the European youth, through educational policies, is thus a 
way for the EU to grasp and conduct the future of Europe. Youth is accordingly understood as an 
experiential and a structural category, and looking at the unionization of education through this 
understanding of youth therefore bridges between policy and everyday life.  
 
Based upon a comprehension of youth as a social construction within educational systems, and a 
subject possibility for people to identify with and manoeuvre within, I will work with the concept 
of ‘youthscapes’ as developed by Sunaina Maira and Elisabeth Soep (2005). The perspective of 
youthscapes considers youth as entangled within politics in a globalizing world: “We use 
youthscape to suggest a site that is not just geographic or temporal, but social and political as 
well, a "place" that is bound up with questions of power and materiality (Dirlik 2001/2002; Soja 
1989).”
56(Maira & Soep, 2005, 15). As the united, homogenised nation-state dissolves in the 
face of unionization and globalization, and youth engages in transnational consumer-relations, 
achieves access to global media, become mobile and has on-line interaction with a multitude of 
people and places, their actions and strategies becomes difficult to conduct. The challenges of 
shaping ‘youth’ in this globalizing and unionizing world of postmodernity therefore forces shifts 
in educational structures, politics and policies. The EU’s interest in shaping youth, through 
formal and non-formal education, European/active citizenship and lifelong learning, is through 
the concept of youthscapes therefore understood in direct relationship with the intensified 
                                                 
56 Arjun Appadurai (1996) used the idea of a "scape" to discuss the perspectival and uneven character of the forces behind globalization. He 
introduced ethnoscapes, technoscapes, financescapes, mediascapes and ideoscapes to describe dimensions of global cultural flows that are fluid 
and irregular, rather than fixed and finite. The authors of youthscapes see youth as a social category that belongs to all five of Appadurai’s units 
of analysis (Maira & Soep, 2005, 16). 
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globalization processes. But what actually happens on an Erasmus programme, outside the 
youth’s normal educative contexts, is difficult to govern, as the Erasmus students find places for 
parties, travelling, making friends and engaging actively in peer-based communities.  
 
Through the gaze of youthscapes, youth becomes an ideological battlefield at the centre of 
globalization, unionization and the educational policies of the EU. Studying youth through the 
gaze of youthscapes can therefore make visible: “(…) how youth are drawn into local practices, 
national ideologies and global markets while always occupying an ambiguous space within and 
between them.” (Maira & Soep, 2005, 19). Youth and the Erasmus programme thus become the 
two centres of attention, specific to this study of how youth is shaped and reshaping themselves 
at the frontlines of unionization. The following chapter will have an everyday-life perspective, 
and analyse youthscapes within the unionization of education and student mobility. Through this, 
I will try and show how youth is reshaped in a setting, where the Erasmus students are at the 
frontlines of Unionization. 
 
6. Youth as reshaping in the everyday life on Erasmus   
The analysis to come is based on the lived experiences of a group of Erasmus students on 
Erasmus in the spring of 2007. The empirical production took place at a certain place and time, 
and with a specific group of research participants (the Erasmus students) which make the 
material contextually bounded. The analysis is therefore not to be seen as representative for all of 
Europe, as what happens throughout Europe differs. Different universities organize their 
activities in different ways; have substantially different funding opportunities, different 
pedagogies, teachers, curricula, ideas of what constitutes a good student etc. Further, the 
Erasmus students have different housing possibilities, language issues and so forth. Still the 
analysis can exemplify and discusses the relationship between the EU’s policy on education, and 
the everyday lives of a group of Erasmus students, as youth is tried shaped by the EU and are re-
shaping themselves at the frontlines of unionization.  
 
The analysis is constructed around a research question, inspired by the policy analysis and the 
youth study perspective; it asks: How is youth reshaped in a setting where Erasmus students 
are at the frontlines of unionization? The question has two levels of interest. Firstly, the 
analysis is based upon the field work I performed in France and therefore contextually focused 
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on a group of students. Secondly, the Erasmus students are examples of a youth positioned at the 
front-lines of unionization, and therefore their experiences, contestations and negotiations can be 
utilized as illustrations of a larger image of a youthscape interconnected to processes of 
unionization. The EU has the objective of shaping a European-minded youth through the soft 
power techniques of their education policies. The angle of analysis of the following analysis will 
therefore focus on the Erasmus students as youth and their processes of subjection within the 
Erasmus programme.  
 
The Foucauldian notion of subjection (sometimes translated into subjectification) comprises a 
two-sided view of the human actor: as both a subject, acting upon contextual conditions and as a 
subject to something or someone, in the sense of being determined by contextual conditions 
(Foucault, 1979, 1988) (Staunæs, 2005). Subjection is thus a concept for understanding the 
person’s sense of a self, which in opposition to a classic concept of identity can operate with both 
notions of stability, change and ruptures. In the Foucauldian perspective however, discourses are 
nominated the creator of subjects, which leaves no room for a concept of agency. This 
perspective on power makes discourses seem deterministic, even though this critique is far from 
Foucault’s theoretical stand-point. Foucault’s later writings did include agency, but the 
discussion of agency was decontextualized, and did not focus on discursive practices or social 
interaction in context. In consequence I find the Foucauldian understanding of subjection 
difficult to utilize as analytical guideline in an empirical analysis where the experiences of 
individuals are the matter. 
 
Instead I have been inspired by Danish researcher Dorthe Staunæs’ refinement of Foucault’s 
concept of subjection. Staunæs has utilized the concept of subjection in context-fitted settings, 
and has hereby shown how subjection entails shaping and reshaping of youth in formal and 
informal settings57. Staunæs operates with an understanding of subjection as a doing and 
becoming in everyday settings, whilst she remains sensitive towards the: “(…) processes in 
which people take up, ignore or resist the accessible discourses, make them their own and in this 
struggle constitute subjectivity” (Staunæs, 2005, 153). This perspective on subjection thus 
combines the Foucauldian perspective on subjects as subjects to someone and themselves, whilst 
                                                 
57 I understand the difference between formal and in-formal settings to be that formal settings are institutionalized contexts, as educational 
institutions, where subject positions are pre-scribed; informal settings on the other hand are social settings in which subject-positions are 
negotiated on a daily basis. 
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observing subjection as an everyday challenge, of structuring, negotiating and restructuring 
discourses and subject positions. This perspective allows an observation upon agency in the 
subjects’ everyday life, on how subjects manifest counter-power and negotiate their subject 
positions. However, as Staunæs looks for agency in everyday life settings, her perspectives 
sometimes blur Foucault’s point of power as operating within knowledge-truth formations and 
the shaping of subjects through these (Staunæs, 2003). In consequence to focusing primarily on 
agency in social settings, Staunæs tends to forget power formations. The social categories 
through which subjects position themselves are thus in risk of being analysed as closed 
categories independent of power formations. In order to focus on both the shaping and reshaping 
of youth in context, it is important to bear youth as experiential and structured category in mind, 
a category that bridges action and policy. For the Erasmus students are both subjects to the EU, 
and they challenge the policies through meaning making in-between categories, positions and 
possibilities. Social categories, meanings and actions can therefore not be predicted, rather they 
can be analysed in their processes of becoming taken for granted, and carriers of certain 
connotations, and as categories that are challenged and negotiated as problematic in discursive 
practices. Subjection thus exists in the relationship between the individuals’ sense of self and the 
consequences of the social and political context, which makes subjection a continuous process of 
becoming. Conceptualising subjection as a process of becoming is not to imply ‘becoming’ as a 
forwardly directed development towards certain aims. Rather ‘becoming’ implies subjection as 
never stable and always contested in context, and therefore prone to ‘become’ in a multitude of 
directions. As the Erasmus students are seen as youth by the EU policies, it is the Erasmus 
students that re-negotiates, are shaped and re-shape the youth category through their processes of 
subjection in their everyday lives.  
 
In order for the forthcoming analysis to develop from a focus on the research participants (the 
Erasmus students), to a broader discussion and interpretation of the reshaping of youth at the 
frontlines of unionization, the actual analysis of the empirical production has three levels of 
analysis, through which the study will operate58. The first level of analysis is based upon my 
empirical field work with the Erasmus students, which I’ve re-arranged into events, which are 
thematically described and analysed. Secondly the themes are analytically discussed in relation 
                                                 
58 These levels are inspired by the division that Danish researcher Ulla Ambrosius Madsen performs in her ethnographic analysis of youth 
narratives in different school forms. (Madsen, 2003, 87-88)  
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to social categories, as nationality, language, the Erasmus category etc. For this purpose I’ve 
been looking into the details of how the concrete doings and intermingling of categories are 
made sense of and contested in context as well as where and how these doings result in troubled 
subject positions and where they do not (Staunæs, 2005, 155). Finally the events, themes and 
categories are interpreted within a larger social, European and global setting, - which enables a 
discussion of youth and the Erasmus programme. Obviously these analytical levels are 
sometimes intertwined and inseparable. However, the division has been an analytical focus in 
order for the discussion to consider both the context of my material, its relationship to the EU’s 
power type, and its relationship to an abstract-social development, which together constitutes the 
discussion of the re-shaping of youth at the frontlines of unionization.   
 
6.1 “I wanna be an Erasmus/Exchange student the rest of my life!!! 
eraSSSSmus!!!!”59  
From the moment a student decides to go on Erasmus, an ensemble of motivations and 
expectations is set in motion. The motions are undefined, and their course of action unknown, 
but it remains clear that the decision of going on Erasmus relies on relationship between the 
comprehension of the present, the past, and expectations about the future. Lived life is thus to be 
considered as a momentary process, - we exist in moments, but base our decisions and actions on 
experience and expectations. In my material, I’ve found several arguments for going on Erasmus, 
and several expectations about what going on Erasmus might entail. These ‘stories’ demonstrate 
that the content of an Erasmus programme is negotiated both inside and outside the emergent 
discursive framework of the EU. And whilst the emergent discourse of the EU tries to put into 
                                                 
59 One of the most powerful storytellers of our times might be the internet. Of my Erasmus contacts, most of them have ‘Facebook’ or ‘Hotmail’ 
accounts. Whilst a quick ‘Googeling’ of ‘Erasmus’ results primarily in the showing of official sites and stories about the programme, writing 
‘Erasmus’ in the search bar at ‘Facebook’, an internet site meant for social networking,  results in a showing of numerous privately initiated 
groups, creating a certain image of  what ‘Erasmus’ is. The title of this chapter is the title of a facebook group with 14.196 members whom has 
joined the group in order to state their consent with the statement of the group. Amongst other groups are groups with names as: “I’m not an 
alcoholic, I’m just an Erasmus student” (11.407 members); or: “You know you’re a real Erasmus student when… (…) - "spending the day at uni" 
means a day spent in front of your mail, msn and facebook. - not even 30 calls from the neighbours and a visit from the police can keep you from 
having another big party. You just move and change neighbours! - you came to your Erasmus-country wanting to find new friends among "the 
locals", but soon realised that the other Erasmus’s are more fun. (…)” (10.791 members). Leaving on-line testimonials of the content of an 
Erasmus journey is important and has an effect. It is an on-line direct way of approaching future Erasmus students, and therefore also a way of 
contesting the official version of the EU, which is also available on-line. The possibilities and potentials of going on Erasmus are thus manifested 
and communicated differently in peer-based (re)productions of stories, than that of the EU.  
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evidence certain positive aspects of student mobility, the ‘official’ story does not necessarily 
compete with the strength of the stories that the students are told via teachers, friends and family, 
as well as the internet, films and other media. Storytelling is important, as it is a way of 
communicating perceived comprehensions of events. Constructing the story-line, and arguing for 
certain aspects, is a way of understanding, and a way for the protagonist of communicating to the 
interlocutor, how the event should be understood, it is an act of meaning making (Jackson, 18, 
2002). In the interviews, when asking the students about their reasons for going on Erasmus, 
different stories about the possibilities of Erasmus were told, and at the same time as the stories 
was told, the action of going on Erasmus was given meaning.   
 
Pete is from England and studies anthropology; he went on Erasmus for the duration of two 
semesters. He heard the tale of Erasmus from teachers and friends, and their stories convinced 
him to go, as they carried promises of ‘the time of his life’. On a personal note he wanted to learn 
languages, as he was tired of the stereotype that English people were terrible at languages: 
“Which is true to a certain extent, but I still don’t see that as a reason that we shouldn’t learn 
languages. And learning languages is not just about speaking someone else’s tongue, it’s about 
learning about their culture.”
 60(Pete, 2007). Having fun, learning languages and getting to know 
another culture, were Pete’s main motivations for going on Erasmus. Through referring to 
Englishmen as a certain social category, self-centred and without willingness to learn other 
languages, it seems that Pete, by going on Erasmus, wanted to try and break with the stereotype 
image of the English that sees England as the navel of the world. Through this conceptualization, 
Pete is constructing the Erasmus position as a position that will enable him to become more 
open-minded. Pete’s story is therefore one of embracing the image of the Erasmus student as an 
open-minded, language learning traveller, in order to refrain from the narrow-mindedness that he 
describes being positioned as an Englishman entails.  
 
Alina is from Poland and in her second year of studying anthropology. She went on Erasmus for 
the duration of one semester. For Alina, going on Erasmus was motivated by her wishes for her 
professional future. She wanted to learn French, and add an international experience to her C.V. 
in order to go on to become a journalist later on, and thereby be able to leave Poland. In Poland, 
                                                 
60 All the interviews have been performed in French, except for Pete’s, as it was more comfortable for both of us to perform it in English. The 
extracts have been translated into English by the author of this report.  
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she explains, studying anthropology takes you nowhere professionally, and often people end up 
working at the supermarket, instead of being employed within their range of formal 
competences. Leaving Poland therefore seems of importance to her; and learning languages, 
travelling and meeting people was mentioned as ways of achieving this. Erasmus, for Alina, thus 
represents the expectation of an initial lesson of emancipation, and of personal fulfilment. Alina 
embraces the promises of the Erasmus programme, as something that will give her the 
experience needed, language and mobility wise, to be able to break with the limitations inherent 
in being Polish.  Whereas Pete embraced the idea of breaking with the limitations of being an 
Englishman for his personal fulfilments sake, Alina identifies with the professionalization 
discourse within the Erasmus programme, as a way of getting away. 
 
Katia is from Italy and is studying anthropology. She went on Erasmus for a period of two 
semesters. For Katia the expectations of Erasmus are different. She chose to leave her home 
University, as she found the student life too omnipresent. Katia was looking for change, she 
wanted to be in a different environment, see different types of people, and get away from the 
uniform student life: “Because at my University I was first of all a student. (…) Erasmus, the 
atmosphere that you hear about it, pfff… There’s a French film about it, it’s called ‘L’auberge 
Espagnole’. And everyone told me about it in the beginning, and I was disgusted, - no I don’t 
want to be like that.”(Katia, 2007). As opposed to Pete, who enjoyed the ‘Erasmus tales’, Katia 
frowns upon the myth of the Erasmus student, by referring negatively to the French film 
‘L’aubèrge Espagnol’. The film draws an image of the Erasmus student as someone who leaves 
his home thanks to the financial aid of the EU, for the sake of gigantic parties, pretty girls and 
European togetherness. At the end of the film, a montage of sweet memories fills the screen, 
leaving the viewer with an appraisal of an EU constructed possibility space for the youth of 
Europe. Instead of wanting the ‘party-like get-together paid for by the EU’, Katia sees Erasmus 
as a possibility, allowing her to break with her Italian student life. However, the preconception of 
Erasmus as a party-like European get-together, does not beseech Katia; instead she strives for 
independence, and a possibility space for re-configuring herself.   
 
The motivations and expectations for going on Erasmus are numerous. Every Erasmus student 
constructs his or her own logics, in relations to the stories they are told, the life they live, the 
positions they inhabit in the contexts of their homeland and the way they experience the 
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possibilities within these. As the emergent discourse in the Erasmus programme both entails 
possibilities for personal and professional fulfilment, the motivations for going on Erasmus can 
differ, as the discourse of the EU is extremely flexible, and somewhat messy. Still there is 
common discourse of wanting to break with the normality, which the students’ everyday life in 
their homelands has offered. Through engaging themselves within the Erasmus programme, the 
students claim themselves willing to re-negotiate their subjection processes and thus also their 
possibility spaces for manoeuvre. Pete tries re-negotiating his national stigma as unwilling to 
learn languages and about other cultures. Alina tries negotiating her professional future, which, 
without the Erasmus experience, most likely will be spent behind a supermarket counter in 
Poland. Katia tries opening up her possibility space for manoeuvre by re-negotiating her student-
life through the Erasmus programme. 
 
The stories of choosing to go on Erasmus tell the tale of a youth segment willing to embrace 
possibilities for re-negotiating their subjection processes. Possibilities which European mobility 
and engagement within an education programme are said to offer. Whilst these are stories about 
creating opportunities through mobility and education, the students’ re-negotiations do not imply 
negation of their nationality or social status. Rather engaging with the Erasmus programme 
seems to add a dimension within the students’ subjection processes, which can heighten the 
value of their C.V. and stories about themselves. Still, it seems to be the stories told within the 
social realm (friends, family, internet etc.) that matter in motivating the students to partake in the 
programme. There is therefore no single story of what Erasmus has to offer, instead there are 
reproductions and re-definitions of images borrowed, given or bought. This multitude of 
inspirations seems to be of importance when dealing with youth, as they are some of the biggest 
consumers of internet, television and other media. This makes the power type of the EU fragile, 
as the official story of what an Erasmus stay entails, is contested through different channels, 
making the final product of the students’ expectations and motivations, an entanglement of 
different inspirations.    
 
6.2 Creating Spaces of Togetherness   
Whilst applying to go to France with the Erasmus programme, the students were offered a room 
at University grounds. Around 90% of the Erasmus students I knew were living at the University 
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residences. The rest of the students chose to find private accommodation in the city centre or in 
the bigger town next to the town where the University was placed. The University 
accommodations were quite basic, and consisted of enormous buildings blocks of five stories. 
Each floor had about 40 rooms, and the architecture left little to the imagination as a long straight 
corridor divided the floors into two rows of identical 10m2 rooms. Bath, toilets and kitchen was 
common. Most of the inhabitants in the residences were foreign, and most of them were on 
exchange programmes.   
 
Carlo is from Italy, and about to finish his studies of Anthropology. He went on Erasmus for a 
period of 1 semester. In answering the questionnaire I sent out61, Carlo writes about the 
University residence: “(…) an environment that quite involuntary, quickly creates social 
relations, maybe sometimes at risk of becoming quite superficial. Everyone accepts the period as 
extraordinary, which made us interested in our ‘room-mates’, to the extent that they managed to 
enrich the life in the corridors or the buildings. Obviously in this way you become room-mates 
with everyone and no-one at the same time.” (Carlo, questionnaire, 2008). As the university 
residences united quite a large number of foreign students, who shared the destiny of 
momentarily belonging to the same place, an extraordinary feeling was created. Most of the 
students went on Erasmus by themselves and were therefore looking for quick-fix social 
relations. The University residences quickly became a place for being social, as it was the place 
for finding people that shared the same situation. This created a vibrant ‘corridor and kitchen’ 
life, and made the students share a sense of togetherness.  
 
Living together and yet apart, in a defined period of time, whilst sharing the social marker of 
Erasmus students, had an important effect, as it created a sense of togetherness. The university 
residences thus became an important safe-place, in a period where the students otherwise felt 
foreign and strange. Ones room, the corridor, and the kitchen became the places closest to feeling 
home, where one could go in times of joy and sorrow. This sort of spatial and temporal 
togetherness creates the basis for identification and the bringing to life of a common identity 
marker, as ‘we’ are the exchange students, bound together by our living quarters, the time frame 
of our stay and the Erasmus exchange programme. Most of the Erasmus students I talked to told 
                                                 
61 I formulated questionnaires for the Erasmus students to fill out upon return. Of the 25 I sent out, only two students answered back. The 
questionnaires mainly focused upon European identity, and pos and cons concerning the Erasmus programme.  
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me the same story of how the feeling of togetherness in the University residences facilitated the 
creation of social relations with students living the same situation as oneself. Pete tells the story 
of how he met all his friends on campus through another Erasmus student, and Alina explains 
how she decided to buy pots and pans, in order to have an excuse for using the common kitchen, 
and through this met people and made friends.  
 
The Erasmus students arrived in January, and not long hereafter they inhabited the residence 
grounds, alongside with the Erasmus students that had been there since September. They hung 
out at the University restaurant, the sports areas, the soft drink distributer, and the computer 
room. Often queues would form in front of the telephone booths, with people calling home to 
complain, inform or assure that everything was going well. The university residence, became the 
place of departure and return, and as such became an important place in the everyday life of 
being an Erasmus student. Here the students found their friends, their tranquillity, their parties 
and love-affairs.   
 
However, not all of the Erasmus students wanted the tranquillity of the easy accessible social 
networks that the University residences offered. In our interview Katia told me how she left Italy 
in order to get a break from her student life. Finding an apartment in the nearby city was Katia’s 
solution. In the beginning, being alone was difficult, as she saw the other Erasmus students 
bonding, but soon enough she got to know her local community. She saw how the other Erasmus 
students were surrounding each other, and knew of nothing else than the student life: “(…) I saw 
this much closed Erasmus ambience, - and that the students had an Erasmus identity. (…) So I 
came here, where I’m Katia, I’m a person living here, and who experiences the different 
environments of the city. Workers, unemployed people, students… It’s much more complete as 
experience.” (Katia, 2007). Choosing not to be part of the Erasmus ambiance, was a way for 
Katia to become a self-positioned outsider among the temporary strangers – the Erasmus 
students. From this outsider position Katia saw the students sharing an Erasmus identity in their 
togetherness. By ascribing the other students an identity preventing them to enjoy a ‘complete’ 
experience, Katia troubles the Erasmus position and marks the line between the Erasmus students 
and herself. Katia hereby utilises a discourse which provides her with different possibilities for 
establishing subject positions. The concept of subject position (Davies and Harré, 1990) covers 
the positions people take up and make their own. The act of positioning works in both verbal and 
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non-verbal ways. It is an ongoing process and its elaboration depends on the actual and 
comprehensible discourses, but also on social practices, distributions of power and compositions 
of actors (Staunæs, 2005, 154). Through this process, different subject positions for the Erasmus 
students becomes available, and different ways of negotiating the Erasmus position is made 
visible.  
 
By choosing different living quarters, the students utilized their Erasmus position differently. 
The students living within the university residences used their Erasmus position to make contacts 
with people similar to themselves. This is a way of bringing to life the motto of the EU of ‘Unity 
in Diversity’, as the students come from many countries, - but gather under a common 
denominator. Hereby the Erasmus position allows for a re-negotiation of the meaning of 
nationality and ethnicity, as their importance seems to fade away in the encounter with a 
common denominator. By creating different sorts of togetherness the Erasmus students therefore 
represent a youth, willing to overlook national, and ethnic differences, in order to find common 
grounds. This also reflects an ability to adjust to the given circumstances, which points to the 
students being ‘adaptable’. In ‘Learning for Active Citizenship’ the Erasmus programme is 
presented as a possibility for students to experience encounters and confrontations with the 
unfamiliar and the different. This aspect is lived out as to what regards the inter-relationship 
between the Erasmus students. Katia however contests this possibility space for manoeuvre, by 
choosing to live outside the University residences, and hereby creating another space for 
togetherness. Living and being elsewhere allows Katia’s subjection processes to be independent 
of the Erasmus position. In her everyday life she does not introduce, or see, herself as an 
Erasmus student, and hereby she gains access to a larger scope of individuals, in her local 
community. By doing this Katia brings to life one of the aims of ‘Learning for active citizenship’ 
as she is active in a broader context of European integration. 
 
This analysis of Erasmus as a social category in a spatial and temporal reality, which constructs 
spaces of togetherness that in turn provide different opportunities for the youth’s processes of 
subjection, draws the image of a youth able to re-configure the possibility spaces for manoeuvre 
given them. It draws the image of a youth, able to take the best of what is provided, and adding 
the rest, in order to quickly construct a sense of home and security, within moments of mobility. 
While the emergent discourse of the EU, might want for the youth to interact within the locals 
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and each other, in order to promote European integration, the youth creates spaces to their 
benefit, spaces in which they feel ‘home’, safe and accepted. In this sense youth is liquid, as 
spatiality and temporality is negotiated and interpreted to their personal benefits, and youth is 
solid and grounded as it seeks security, togetherness and companionship.  
 
6.3 The Invented Language   
Most Erasmus students have ‘learning languages’ at the top of their list of priorities when going 
on Erasmus. But learning French can be difficult, and the students often felt insecure as they 
were not able to speak French very well. Ida is from Germany, and is studying Geography. She 
went on Erasmus for the duration of one semester. Ida was genuinely handicapped by her poor 
French level in the beginning. Not being able to communicate, reinforced her insecurities with 
the language, and made her afraid to communicate with the French. The remedy she found 
however was not to improve her French level; it was finding students like her, in the French class 
provided for foreign students. Most of the students Ida met at language class were other Erasmus 
students, and the common language was a sort of homebrewed French, understandable - but 
imperfect. Yet the group provided a feeling of togetherness, which reassured Ida. The yearning 
for finding people in the same situation as one-self was a recurrent issue, when it came to 
language issues. Amongst the Erasmus students no-one spoke fluent French, and often the better 
French speaker of the group would do the talking with the bus driver when going to town, with 
the store clerk when buying groceries, and with the teacher when asking for directions for the 
assignment to come. English often became another reason for not speaking French, as it became 
the official common second language; - further, many of the Erasmus students clustered in 
groups of nationals, transforming their mother tongue into the language they spoke.  
 
Katia learnt French through her daily communications with the French locals. As an Erasmus 
student, outside the group of Erasmus students, she found that the Erasmus students spoke a sort 
of invented French. Through this observation Katia troubles the Erasmus subject-position, as a 
position that disables contact between locals and ‘mobiles’, and utilizes another strategy than the 
other Erasmus students, in order not to be disconnected from the locals.  
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The discrepancy between the two ways of handling language issues, illustrates how the students, 
create the possibility space within their Erasmus position in different manners, and how these 
different strategies results in different comprehensions of ‘us’ and ‘them’. Ida seeks the comfort 
of similarity, which makes her ‘us’ become the Erasmus students as opposed to the French. Katia 
seeks the unknown as a challenge to herself, and ‘us’ become her and her friends, and ‘they’ 
become the Erasmus students.  
 
The analysis manifests the youth, at the front-lines of unionization as a social segment, willing to 
re-define the meaning of language as mechanism of distinction, to fit their needs. Whereas 
languages within the group of Erasmus students mattered to the extent that communication was 
possible; towards the French community, language became a potent symbol of differentiation 
between the locals and the temporary strangers. Within the group of Erasmus students however, 
language as social category was a ‘non-issue’, and to a large extent negated, as to not create 
hierarchy within the group. This facet of language as ‘non-issue’ within the group is heightened 
by the example of Arnaud. Arnaud is from Belgium, and studies political science. He went on 
Erasmus for a period of two semesters. Arnaud has French as his mother tongue, but chose to 
negate language as social differentiator to the point where he did not at all interact with the 
French, claiming that they were not open-minded. Whereas language is normally considered a 
potent differentiator, creating hierarchies between locals and strangers (Murray, 1997, 80), - the 
Erasmus group negates language as signifier within themselves, despite the fact that they all 
speak different languages, - in order to constitute collectiveness. For the Erasmus students 
language is thus a non-issue within their group, but a social marker between the group and the 
locals.  
 
For Katia however, language is clearly an issue of social differentiation, and therefore she has 
taken it upon herself to learn proper French, as to not differentiate herself from the local 
community. For Katia, learning a language becomes a cultural link and an equalizer, which can 
help gloss over nationality, and enable contact between herself and the local community, 
whereas speaking the invented French of the Erasmus group would differentiate her form the 
locals.   
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6.4 Negotiating the Importance of Education   
As I questioned the Erasmus students about their first day at University, many of them had 
understandable difficulties finding their way around campus, and the new bureaucratic and 
administrative obstacles were a favoured topic of discussion amongst the Erasmus students. And 
as the Erasmus students kept to themselves, there were no real reference or advice as to how 
easily to cope with the new challenges. The general feeling I observed amongst the Erasmus 
students was that the system did not differentiate between local students and Erasmus students, 
leaving the Erasmus students in the blank as to what to do, where and how. The Erasmus 
students therefore used each other for advice, hereby reinforcing the feeling of togetherness, 
even at University grounds. By the university negating the differences between locals and 
temporary strangers, a potent social differentiation took place, as the Erasmus students were 
somehow positioned within the university, but outside its discursive rules (language and 
practice). The university, on its homepage however, describes itself as a melting-pot, where a 
multitude of nationalities meet and exchange, and where everyone are to be treated equally. 
However by treating everyone as equals, the University negated the Erasmus students’ difference 
and their inability of single-handedly figuring out the doe’s and don’ts of the university. Hereby 
a differentiation occurred between those who knew how to act within the system, and those who 
did not.  
 
This non-differentiation leading to different possibilities and impossibilities continued in the 
lectures, where the Erasmus students, for the most part, were confronted with another way of 
‘doing’ university62. Of importance for the Erasmus students’ experience, was not how things 
actually operated, rather it was how the system was and could be understood and evaluated. This 
understanding and interpretation of a new system happened in relation to the system(s) which the 
students already had experienced. Hence the students I talked to communicated their 
understanding and evaluation of the French educational system, in relation to their former study 
experiences. This memory constructed the basis of comprehension, and each student thus had his 
or her ‘student-biography’ to relate to when communicating their opinion of the French system.  
 
When asked if her Erasmus experience has changed her process of education, Ida replies that the 
system in Germany is of a higher scientific quality. Her response to my question, is thus 
                                                 
62 Only the Spanish students claimed that the University system resembled their own, and therefore were not surprised by national differences. 
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comparing the systems she has experienced, and evaluating the one against the other. This 
process is important, as it is both a question of marking differences, as well as a process of 
becoming an Erasmus student. As Ida identifies the weaknesses of the French system, she also 
stresses her identification with her home University. Hereby she is accentuating her temporary 
position as an Erasmus student, and marking the fact, that instead of becoming integrated into the 
French ways, she identifies with the temporariness in her position. The momentary nature of her 
Erasmus position thus becomes a tool for Ida to use strategically, when having to reflect upon 
and evaluate the French educational system. Interestingly Ida also acknowledges that she doesn’t 
dare interact and pose questions during courses, because of the language barrier. Her argument 
can therefore be recognized as a strategy for manifesting an image of herself as ‘actually being a 
good student’, even though she has found herself in an unfavourable position within the new 
system. Through referring to her student biography and her liquid position as an Erasmus 
student, she can thus manage to be a part of the French system, whilst being outside it. Hereby 
she positions herself within, outside and in-between categories.   
 
Often I overheard or took part in discussions that evolved around the subject of the French 
educational system. The issue of the hierarchy between students and professors that disabled the 
possibility for discussion, or the tedious three hours lecturers with no student-involvement and 
the unstructured approach of the teachers that used no audio-visual support were reoccurring 
points of critique. I thus observed how the Erasmus students, as the semester went along, 
disassociated themselves from the French educational system. Claiming that it was too poor, too 
boring, to unscientific etc., but the critique never left the group of Erasmus students. However 
not all students criticised the French system, as some found it to be similar to their home system, 
as Arnaud who had been studying in French school-systems all his student life. Further a student 
like Alina from Poland, where studying at University doesn’t bring people very far, was in awe 
of the French system that could enable the students to find work after their studies. However, the 
all the students I talked evaluated the French system in comparison to the system they came from 
and in respect to their momentary position within the system. This way of conceiving the French 
system, made the students take lightly on their formal learning-processes during their Erasmus 
stay. This enabled a strategically effective way of using their temporary position as Erasmus 
student to either criticize the French system or to excuse their efforts as the system was too 
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different, to boring, unimportant or impossible to decipher. Thus none of the students I talked to, 
saw the studies as the most important thing about their Erasmus stay.  
 
The Bologna Process, that harmonizes structures and organizes credit transfer systems, might 
have an impact structurally, but as it is gathered from the Erasmus students, there are still 
important differences within educational systems. The differences between the subjection 
processes that the local students have undergone, and the subjection processes of the Erasmus 
students, make a difference, and through the systems’ negation of this fact, different possibilities 
for manoeuvre for different students become apparent. The issue of the university’s negation of 
difference, and thus non-existing effort of going towards the Erasmus students’, by introducing 
them to the universities didactics and pedagogies, creates an issues of non-reciprocal interest in 
mobility. The mobile Erasmus students and the immobile locals therefore end up moving – but in 
parallel motions, rather than towards one-another. The Erasmus students might seek and 
construct commonalities within their Erasmus circle of friends, but without an actual exchange 
with the French locals or their educational system, there is no integration. Rather there is the 
construction of an Erasmus parallel society.  
 
This relationship between a locally based system of education, which does not try to interact with 
its visiting students, and the visiting students who in turn create their own interpretation of the 
system as not good enough and thus commence the creation of a parallel society, illustrates 
opposite processes of differentiation and unification within the shaping and reshaping of youth at 
the frontlines of unionization. Whereas the Erasmus students differentiate themselves – as their 
difference is ignored by the French system, they unify in their Erasmus groups on the common 
agreement of the French system as ‘not good enough’. The Erasmus students do not actually 
agree on what education should be, rather they avoid the issue and instead agree on their 
commonality of being different from the others, which turns education into a peripheral activity 
of being an Erasmus student. This analysis also illustrates the discursive constructions of youth 
at the frontlines of unionization, who find themselves in new systems that do not take them in; 
develop positions for themselves within, outside and in-between categories all at the same time.  
Instead of submerging to unspoken ways and norms of the new system, the youth thus develop 
their own normativity based on their student biography and Erasmus position; allowing them to 
justify their disengagement with the new educational system. Yet again the youth become visible 
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as a liquid segment that find their way within a momentary mobile position, whilst being solidly 
grounded within a biography that has taught them differently, and makes other things more 
important.  
 
6.5 ‘Erasmus Orgasmus’ 
The creation of a sense of togetherness around the Erasmus category is becoming apparent. But 
the sense of togetherness does not only rely on identification processes, often the feeling of being 
different from ‘the others’, or ‘the others’ being different from oneself, is of greater importance. 
Creating groups through differentiation is a phenomenon analyzed by many anthropologists, 
sociologists and psychologists (Staunæs, Barth, Hall, Bourdieu and Anderson etc.). Frederick 
Barth describes boundary making between groups, as a quite complex organisation of behaviour 
and social relations, that entails identifying others as a part of the group through a sharing of 
criteria for evaluation and judgement, and the dichotomization of others as a recognition of 
limitations on shared understanding, differences in criteria’s for judgement of value and 
performance (Barth, 1982, 15). Benedict Anderson’s description of imagined communities, as 
being constructed through cultural materiality, likewise puts an emphasis on the construction of 
commonalities as important for togetherness and identification (Anderson, 2001). However, as 
the Erasmus group consists of a basically nationally, racially, gendered, class and language 
differentiated group, finding or constructing traits of commonality can be difficult. The  
identification process with the Erasmus position seems to operates through the maintenance of an 
discourse within the Erasmus group, which on the one hand claims the locals to be different, 
unwilling to socialize and narrow-minded, and on the other hand consists of a continuous 
negation of social markers (nationality, language, class, ethnicity) as important within the 
Erasmus community. The Erasmus community’s persistence thus consists of a construction of 
togetherness within the largely heterogeneous group of students and an othering of the locals.  
 
I believe that the ‘togetherness’ of the Erasmus’ group I observed was based upon the comfort of 
knowing that they shared the same possibility space for manoeuvre provided through the 
Erasmus programme, and that this enabled the construction of a social realm of mutual 
understanding where social markers within the group were negated. However, social categories 
as nationality, race, class and language were not left out of the discourse, quite on the contrary 
 70 
the differences were used as cultural curiosities and for moments of amusements, as recipes, 
music, films, sayings and traditions were discussed, exchanged and laughed about. But the 
differences were never mentioned as anything other than superficial zero-signifiers. However, in 
the process of othering the locals from the Erasmus’s, differentiation through negative signifiers 
was normal, and the French and their ways were as such worded as old-fashioned and narrow-
minded.  
 
When I asked Arnaud about his social network, he told me that 90% of his acquaintances were 
Erasmus students, and that the French students did not interest him, not even when at university 
grounds: “Generally we saw the French in the University residences, we saw them in the 
corridors, the French knew each other, but we never saw them. They were like: “Those Erasmus 
students’, they’re crazy”. Really, they told us that.“ (Arnaud, 2007). Arnaud argues that the 
division between the French and the Erasmus student was mutually constitutive, as the French 
did not wish to go towards the Erasmus students, and the Erasmus students did not need to go 
towards the French. Arnaud even claims to have heard the Erasmus students being called another 
species, and he describes how whenever the Erasmus students would go somewhere, the French 
students would disappear, - almost as if the Erasmus’ students were a ‘French repellent’. 
Regardless of who did what, it is the repetition of the separation between the two groups, which 
constructs and upholds the image of the Erasmus students as special, different and unique, 
somehow contributing to the sturdiness of the Erasmus group as constituting a parallel 
community. By drawing the line between ‘us and them’, the construction of the group was 
reinforced, and as a consequence also the construction of the possibility space for the individual 
to inhabit. As Staunæs puts it:”Othering, then, comes across as ways of positioning others, but 
also as ways of handling and creating subjectivity from such a position.” (Staunæs, 2005, 153). 
From being a subject to the EU, the Erasmus student through the stay thus became subjects to 
themselves as Erasmus’s, to each-other within the group and Erasmus students in the eyes of the 
locals. 
 
For Alina, the construction of ‘the others’, is not as much a deliberate choice, as it seems to have 
been for Arnaud: “(…) I don’t want to be Erasmus. Because everyone knows that you’re only 
here for a couple of months. On top of this, what annoys me very very very much is that everyone 
says Erasmus Orgasmus. Because everyone treats you, people treat Erasmus’s not very 
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seriously, for the most part anyway, I don’t know. For a lot of people it’s the time to enjoy and 
have fun, so I think that the professors see it the same way. They think we’re not real students. 
Erasmus’s are people who go to University, whom tries understanding, but might only 
understand half and that’s good. (…)I get the feeling that people distinguish me this way, that 
everyone says that. I don’t know.”  (Alina, 2007). Being recognized by others as an Erasmus 
student, for Alina, is stigmatising. The mockery of ‘Erasmus Orgasmus’ has gone into her 
comprehension span, as the reality of how people perceive her. This seems to leave her action-
inhibited, as she uses the ‘Erasmus Orgasmus’ phrase to explain, that ‘the others’ position her as 
a temporary stranger, not worthy of being taken seriously. As a result she is ‘forced’ into a pre-
constructed possibility space for the Erasmus programme against her will. Therefore the subject 
position she inhabits is ambivalent, as on the one hand she is thrilled to be on Erasmus and visit a 
new country, and on the other hand feels locked into a comprehension span imposed upon her 
from the outside world.  
 
By moving away from the University residences, and introducing herself by her name, and not 
by the identity marker of Erasmus, Katia troubles the Erasmus position, and achieves separation 
from the Erasmus students’ parallel society. The consequence however is that she others the 
Erasmus students. She thus positions herself in between two worlds; she is not a local, nor an 
Erasmus student. Thus she tries to create a third dimension of being in between, allowing her to 
feel as ‘herself’, and to get integrated into society.  
 
With the Erasmus programme, the Erasmus students get involved with a large number of 
Europeans, with whom they get to share a sense of solidarity and community. But the value of 
solidarity can be discussed, if it is only shared within a parallel-society of mobile elites. The 
Erasmus programme therefore seems to have inherent problems, as the possibility space for 
manoeuvre as perceived by the Erasmus students inhibit communication and exchange with the 
locals. The Erasmus position can thus appear as a troubled subject-position, but the youth’s 
manoeuvring, re-defining and negotiations of the relations between locals and mobiles and thus 
the re-negotiation of the Erasmus position, manifest the youth’s capacities of turning troubled 
subject-positions into something positive. As Arnaud does it, in turning the tables around and 
claiming that he doesn’t need the French. Or as Alina learns later on in her stay, to ignore the 
mockery, and positively utilize the possibility of doing as she pleases. From perceiving it as a 
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mockery, she thus turns ‘Erasmus Orgasmus’ into a strategy, and tries enjoying every moment, 
regardless of educational responsibilities. Katia also turns her initial fear of being within a 
troubled Erasmus position, into a positive possibility for getting away, and defining her own 
manoeuvres. The analysis thus shows a youth able to avoid fixation within troubled subject-
positions, and turning the negative signifiers into strategies for personal fulfilment and 
enjoyment. This turns the Erasmus stay into a quest for the youth to personally enjoy. But as they 
do not (except for Katia) engage themselves with the community or the educational system, the 
EU’s ambitions of European integration become frail.   
 
6.6 Giving Up or Giving In? 
Giving up on being a good student, and being involved with the University agenda, seems to 
occur to all of the Erasmus students at one point. The reasons for this decision might differ, but 
what is common is the fact that the decision marks a point of no return, where the students give 
in to utilising their Erasmus position for personal rather than formal educational reasons. 
 
Cecilia is from Spain, and has almost finished her studies in anthropology. She went on Erasmus 
for a period of one semester. For Cecilia the point of giving up and giving in occurred when she 
realized that her level of French was not good enough to do well in university. Instead she started 
focusing on her personal gains, and started living more like a tourist than a student. She spent her 
Erasmus period travelling around France without getting involved with the French. Instead she 
remained within the Erasmus community, where she spoke Spanish, and a Spanish shade of 
French. Language issues, as an obstacle to becoming integrated is a reoccurring construction, in 
the Erasmus community. In Ida and Alina’s stories, the same tale is told, and within different 
social contexts, many of the Erasmus students repeated the same fact. Repeating language 
barriers as an important issue for the ‘point of no return’ can be seen as a way for the Erasmus 
students to explain their difficulties in a rational manner. If communication is a practical 
impossibility, no further critical questioning towards peoples efforts can be asked. Yet several 
other barrier-creating factors seem of importance; the possible social relations, the possible 
accommodation, the possibilities of identification and the attitudes of the host society and the 
University staff and students are issues, which add to the point of giving up. – The point when 
the Erasmus student realizes that full integration into society is impossible, and instead gives in 
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to the easily attainable, and momentarily fulfilling enjoyment of the possibilities of travel, leisure 
and fun in the everyday of Erasmus life.  
 
For Carlo, the point of no return arrives when he realizes that the possibilities for making 
professional exchanges, and thereby creating work possibilities in the future, is not possible 
within as an Erasmus student. This realization makes him experience his Erasmus position as a 
position of exteriority, as opposed to the French students and professors position of interiority. 
By dividing people in this manner, Carlo manifests his experience of ‘out-sidedness’, as a 
position in which one does not have access to the knowledge or meaning as created within the 
‘in-sidedness’: “Sometimes professors don’t appreciate difference. To this concern the Erasmus 
student is an anthropologist meeting differences. The student realizes that the people within a 
system often have troubles verbalizing their specificity.” (Carlo, 2007). Carlo explains his 
position as ‘outside’ the system, which for him means not having the same perception of 
normality as the ones inside the system. Thus when Carlo asked a professor how to write a good 
paper, the only reply he got was, “answer my question”. But answering a question can be done in 
many ways. By the professor not reflecting upon the taken-for-grantedness in his reply Carlo, is 
left on his own to cope.  
 
Ida has had the same experiences, and explains: ”For me the difference is, that here I don’t have 
the pressure of being a good student. Here grades don’t count for me, but in Germany they do. 
And also when you have good relations with your professors… In Germany I knew the professors 
well, and puts a bit of pressure on you, because the professors expect better things from you than 
from the others.” (Ida, 2007). Ida gives up on trying to become a good student, and she does no 
longer care about the grades that she receives. In Germany however, being a good student was of 
great importance for her, as the teachers knew her, and expected certain performances on her 
part. As an Erasmus student no-one knows her, no-one expects anything, and therefore she 
doesn’t either. 
  
This point of giving up constitutes the point where the Erasmus student defines his or her own 
possibility space. Through differentiation, othering, and the creation of togetherness within the 
Erasmus group the possibility space becomes constructed around the students’ individual 
possibilities. This positioning of oneself as Erasmus student within a reality of negative 
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contextual, temporal and relational constraints and positive personal possibilities makes the 
Erasmus student relatively autonomous. Being relatively autonomous allows the Erasmus 
students to develop their own normality, whilst being on Erasmus. Normality as a concept is a 
taken for grantedness, that upon inspection can be found to be socially derived and maintained, 
by human beings who share meanings through being members of the same culture (Burr, 2004, 
45). The relative autonomy as the normal state of being whilst on Erasmus thus makes it possible 
for the students to detach themselves from the expectancies that educational systems, as 
disciplinary systems normally impose on their students. That is, the way that the French system 
disciplines its own students, does not work with the Erasmus students, as they detach themselves 
through their position of relative autonomy. The result is a tense relationship between the 
insiders and the outsiders. As the outsiders don’t ‘go inside’, they instead construct an alternative 
in-sidedness, with their own sense of normality. The Erasmus students thus create a youthscape, 
which consist of a momentary togetherness, despite differences, in which a sense of normality 
and common values are created around zero-signifying social markers as nationality, ethnicity 
and language, where a focus on individual pleasure and fulfilment comes before formal 
education, and where othering of the locals is primordial to the community maintenance. In 
relationship to the power type of the EU, the ‘point of no return’ is not desirable. As the policy 
aims at encouraging cooperation between Erasmus students and the University they visit, the 
student’s giving up can be considered a failure of the EU’s ambitions to shape the youth of 
Europe towards becoming good Europeans. However, European integration and exchange does 
happen within the groups of Erasmus students, which results in a built-in paradox of the Erasmus 
programme – as one who unites and differentiates at the same time.  
 
6.7 ‘Erasmus Orgasmus’ as the Everyday Life of Erasmus Students   
From ’the point of no return’ a discursive construction of the normality of ‘relative autonomy’ is 
momentarily solidified within the Erasmus programme. From hereon Erasmus turns into a year 
for relaxation, learning languages, getting to now other people and visiting a country. Whilst this 
period makes the students mature, experience new things and learn about France, each other and 
themselves, it does not help in the integration process between the locals and the Erasmus 
students. Rather it manifests the parallel-normality of the Erasmus’s in which they are outside 
and nowhere at the same time. Finnish researcher Fred Devin describes the Erasmus students as 
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liquid strangers (Dervin, 2007, 2). The definition seems appropriate, as the students belong 
nowhere and everywhere at the same time. And whilst this process is experienced as positive by 
the students, they as ‘liquid strangers’ reproduce a mobile elite, that do not interchange with the 
local communities, thus making mobility and exchange un-connected entities. This 
unconnectedness of mobility and exchange is a well-known problem between immigrants or 
tourists and local communities. However, the aim of the Erasmus programme is both to allow 
mobility and encourage cooperation, development and exchange of ideas and European 
integration. 
  
Zygmunt Bauman works with the consequences of post-modernity, and argues that today’s 
postmodern world is liquid, and that there is no relationship between spatial proximity and 
‘spiritual’ proximity (Bauman, 2004). Post-modernity, Bauman therefore claims, does not fixate 
processes of subjection63 in time or space, - as the world has become nomadic and people’s 
construction of them too and as this nomad ‘identity’ is momentary, life thus becomes a 
succession of self-cancelling determinations (Bauman, 1992, 694). This means that ‘now’ is 
what we construct our selves around and ‘later’ might demand different identification processes. 
The postmodern problem, thus becomes how to avoid fixation of the identity, in order to keep 
our options open (Bauman, 1996, 18). Bauman operates with different images of the postmodern 
nomadic identity, such as the stroller, the tourist, the vagabond, and the player. Their 
commonality is the fact that their lives are fragmented into episodes, and their task is preventing 
identity from sticking (Baumann, 1996, 26). Further the mobility of the nomadic postmodern 
individual prevents the arousal of strong affections for places (Bauman, 1992, 695). This 
fluidness within the postmodern search for identity makes it ambivalent, as the longing for 
identity actually stems from a desire for security (Bauman, 2004). Still, our social relations are 
fragmented, discontinuous, and there is a shallowness of contact, and therefore individual 
autonomy comes before moral responsibilities, making identity processes an ambivalent task in 
the postmodern world. Bauman’s identity theories are thus somewhat pessimistic.  
 
This study has a social-constructionist off-set, and does not seek general explanations to 
contextual problems. Still it is interesting to bring Bauman’s discussions into the Erasmus 
perspective, as the description of the subjection processes in postmodernity, correspond with that 
                                                 
63 Bauman utilizes identity processes, not as I have put it, processes of subjection. 
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of the Erasmus students’. The students are mobile, seek quick-fix social relations and are on a 
quest for personal satisfaction and momentary security. Still the Erasmus students’ strategies and 
actions make space and time matter, as where they come from construct their basis of 
comparison, and the limited amount of time that they stay, affects their integration efforts. This 
makes the process of subjection of the youth, within the Erasmus programme ambivalent. For the 
students experience the need for understanding local and institutional values and norms, 
languages and cultural references, whilst they know that learning this takes time, and at the same 
time they feel more connected to their home country and institutions. Even Katia, who tries her 
best, does not achieve integration within the university’s ways, and consequently still feels as a 
stranger. This analysis therefore points to a limitation for the cosmopolitanism64 within the 
youthscape of the momentary mobile elite, as the youth realize the importance of specific 
knowledge, and they word context and personal biography as important factors towards 
interpreting and understanding difference. The ambivalence shown through this analysis, 
therefore points to the troubles with being subject to the EU, within a global competition, at a 
new/foreign social context, and having a sense of home being elsewhere.   
  
What I am postulating is that the Erasmus programme imposes a possibility space for 
manoeuvre, which resembles Bauman’s definition of postmodernity, upon the youths processes 
of subjection, which leads to the youth creating a parallel-universe in which alternative values 
and norms exist. Through the troubles in the Erasmus position, the students are thus ‘forced’ into 
a ‘Baumanesque’ pessimist postmodernity vision of the unattached and fragmented human. 
However the analysis of the Erasmus students also manifests an optimistic vision of a youth with 
an ability to turn the tables around and make their initial troubles for manoeuvring within the 
Erasmus position into their individual benefits and possibilities for partying, travelling, having 
fun and enjoying life. Through the gaze of the momentary ‘nomad identity’ as Bauman would 
define it, or the ‘liquid identity’ as Dervin would characterize it, an ambivalent analysis of youth 
at the frontlines of unionization is offered, as both parallelism, differentiation, unification and 
integration co-exists within the youths everyday lives.  
 
 
                                                 
64 Cosmopolitanism can be defined as is the idea that all of humanity belongs to a single moral community 
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cosmopolitanism). 
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6.8 Paradoxes between Actual Actions and Final and Formal Evaluations 
The exams constituted the final formal event, hinging the Erasmus students together with the 
French university. Educational systems are, according to Foucault, disciplinary powers that seek 
to conduct and govern the conduct of their subjects, through means of control and surveillance, 
sanctioning, examinations and the creation of norms (Heede, 2004, 95). And examinations are at 
the epicentre of educational systems disciplinary powers, as they verify, control and survey the 
students, as to ensure that they have learnt, and are doing, what is expected of them. But the 
Erasmus students did not feel part of the educational system, and thus tried passing the exams by 
doing how they knew best. Thus the examination, rather than being the French university’s 
control technique, became the Erasmus students’ final ceremonial experience of their out-
sidedness, and for some of the Erasmus students the exams were a wake-up call, reminding them 
of the fact that they should have tried harder in understanding the French university system. 
Around examinations, an interesting myth ran around campus claiming that the Erasmus students 
should note ‘Erasmus’ on their exam-papers. Marking the paper with the word ‘Erasmus’ was 
supposed to function as an alert to the teachers, and notify them that the language in the paper 
was not fluent, hereby making the teacher grade the exam on an easier level. Many felt 
comforted by the possibility of writing ‘Erasmus’, but still the question remains if the content 
was evaluated any easier, for as the results came in, it remained clear, that many of the students 
got lower scores than they were used to in their home institutions. Still the students obtained a 
sense of security by marking their papers ‘Erasmus’, as though the marking of their difference 
would matter as much in the eyes of the professors, as it did in the eyes of the Erasmus students. 
Believing in the myth and performing the action of marking one’s paper with the word 
‘Erasmus’ manifested the Erasmus students’ final firm belief of being outsiders and different. 
Foucault understands of examinations as one of the educational systems disciplinary powers 
within a nation-based analysis. Within a youthscape positioned at the frontlines of unionization 
however, power becomes far more complex, as this context fixed analysis has shown, there are 
many different visible and invisible power-players. The observation of the students marking 
Erasmus on their papers is therefore an observation, which can both undermine and work in 
favour of the EU’s educational policies. It can undermine the EU’s efforts, as the students did not 
engage themselves with the society and system they visited, hereby annulling the aims of 
European integration, exchange and cooperation etc. However it can also work in favour of the 
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EU’s education policies, as the Erasmus students actually seem to trust and rely on the Erasmus 
programme.  
 
At the end of the interviews I asked the students to reflect upon what their Erasmus stay had 
meant for them and what they felt they had learnt. The students all saw their Erasmus stay 
mainly as a personally important experience, and as a break from their studies. Emphasizing the 
personal experience allowed the students to bring into the foreground the more positive aspects 
of their stay. They had travelled, partied, learnt a new language, and made friends from all over. 
Emphasizing the personal aspects I see as a way of ignoring the education and integration 
obstacles they had encountered. In reflecting upon what having been on Erasmus had taught the 
students, they almost word by word quoted the EU’s emergent discourse from the 
recommendation on transnational mobility from 2006, and the learning aims inscribed in 
‘Learning for Lifelong Citizenship’ from 200565. In telling me about the outcome of their 
Erasmus experience, the students thus focused on some parts, and completely left out others, 
almost as to construct the official version of how they had experienced the totality of their stay, - 
for themselves and for the outside world.  
 
Each year the EU’s official Erasmus Student Network (ESN) launches a survey of the Erasmus 
programme. The survey gathers Erasmus student evaluations of their stay66. The surveys often 
portray very positive experiences of the Erasmus programme, and the students evaluations in the 
surveys bring to life a number of the wanted policy aims. Through this analysis, however, it 
becomes obvious that there is a difference between the actual actions and strategies of everyday 
life on Erasmus, and how the students evaluate and describe their stay when asked to give an 
official evaluation. Thus many of the objectives within the Erasmus programme, as analysed in 
                                                 
65 The recommendation claims that mobility brings citizens closer to one another, hereby improving mutual understanding, solidarity, the 
exchange of ideas, and a better knowledge of different cultures. In ‘Learning for Active Citizenship’, the Erasmus programme is claimed to teach 
its participants adaptability and how to deconstruct stereotypical judgements. Further it is said to provide students with the possibility of 
personally experiencing encounters and confrontations with the unfamiliar and the different (spaces, places, people) to prompt a ‘chain of critical 
reflection’, and to let the students embark on a journey of personal discovery and development (Learning for Active Citizenship, 2005). These 
were all learning objectives set by the EU, which the students claimed to have reached. Further the students learnt languages, and were 
socializing in a European context, and through the encounter with different European nationalities obtained a fuller understanding of Europe 
today. These are objectives for the EU’s aim of implementing a European dimension, which are brought to life through the programme. Through 
being mobile, the students have thus developed a sense of solidarity with other Europeans, despite their differences. They have been active 
European citizens; they have exchanged ideas with each other, and have therefore part-taken in the EU project of bringing to life ‘unity in 
diversity’. 
66 In 2006 12.000 students answered the survey, 2006 8.000 students answered.  
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the policy analysis, are brought to life, but for the most part they are brought to life only within a 
parallel Erasmus society, and thus in another manner than wanted and claimed by the EU.   
 
None of the students felt as though they were a part of the French educational system, and only 
Katia felt as though she integrated herself into the French community. For the aim of 
constructing a ‘Europe of knowledge’ the EU claims that through mobility students develop their 
skills and qualifications. But the Erasmus students I talked to did not experience a development 
within their formal qualifications whilst on Erasmus. In the recommendation on transnational 
mobility, mobility is claimed to further economic, social and regional cohesion, but as the 
Erasmus students mostly shared amongst themselves, the cohesion only existed within the 
Erasmus community. Thus the students did not necessarily learn to participate more effectively 
in the local community or the context of European integration and broader economic and social 
change, which is a goal of ‘Learning for Active Citizenship’.  
 
This paradox between the actual actions of the students whilst on Erasmus, and their 
overwhelmingly positive overall evaluations, points to a youth that is aware of the importance of 
co-constructing the Erasmus programme as an important learning experience. A youth that is 
aware of the importance of validating their educational and personal trajectories in order to 
build-up valuable curriculum vita’s for future carrier purposes. It points to a youth, well aware of 
the time of day in the globalizing competition discourse, where language and mobility is 
discursively solidified as increasingly important for finding jobs. It also points to a youth, that is 
able to utilize to their benefit, the possibilities of the EU’s investment in the creation of a 
knowledge economy; - a youth with the ability of positioning themselves within, outside and in-
between systems and social categories through a constant negotiation of their subjection-
processes and possibility spaces for manoeuvre. 
 
However paradoxes and ambivalences remain issues within the programme and they should be 
considered if the Erasmus programme is to be improved. That is the paradox of the un-
connectedness between mobility and exchange; The difference between actual actions and 
official evaluations; The ambivalence of giving up and giving in at the same time; The paradox 
between negating social categories in some contexts, and not in others; The issue with the 
European networking that solely happens amongst the mobile elite as they ‘other’ the locals in 
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order to unify themselves; The educational systems that are negating differences in order to 
create equality but actually construct outsiders and insiders as a consequence to the lack of 
mutual mobility; And the ambivalence between the liquidity and solidity in the youths subjection 
processes, as well as the Erasmus position as potentially undermining and working in favour of 
the EU’s project, remains issues, as youth is shaped and re-shaping at the front-lines of the 
unionization of education. 
    
7. Conclusions - Erasmus as a Political Tool towards the Becoming 
of the EU? 
As the analysis has shown, the Erasmus programme undoubtedly provides students in Europe 
with a unique opportunity of living in another country, whilst experiencing another educational 
system, learning another language, learning to cope with periods of out-sidedness and 
exchanging with other nationalities. The Erasmus programme provides students with one of the 
easiest ways of being mobile, and hereby validate their studies through the addition of a period 
of exchange to their CV’s. For many of the students it’s their first time away from home, and 
therefore it might be the first time that they are responsible for their own actions. The students 
become adaptable, they engage themselves in European integration processes through interacting 
with other Erasmus students, and thereby they get a sense of Europe. They get a clearer sense of 
learning through experiences in their everyday lives, and thus embark on a journey of self-
discovery. They learn about other cultures, and learn to deconstruct stereotypes and become 
more open. They make a lot of new friends, and want to continue their travels, experiences and 
development.   
 
Following this reasoning, it might be difficult to understand the interest in studying this 
seemingly positive and productive educational exchange programme. For what critical 
correctives might be concluded upon a programme that only results in success stories? The aim 
of this study has not been to look upon the results, as they are told, published or defined by any 
actor in relation to the Erasmus programme. Rather the aim of this study has been to critically 
discuss the relationship between the power type of the EU’s policy on education in the Erasmus 
programme (how the youth of Europe is shaped and their possibilities structured) and the 
everyday lives of the Erasmus students (how the youth are reshaping their subjection processes 
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and restructuring their positions in context). The way forwards has been twofold, firstly I’ve 
conducted a genealogically inspired discourse analysis of the policies, and then I’ve analysed the 
subjection processes of the Erasmus students on Erasmus. Thus I have worked with youth as an 
experiential and structural category. Utilizing the youth category in this way has functioned as a 
bridging between the EU’s policies and the everyday life of the Erasmus students. Hereby I have 
tried pinpointing conflicts and contradictions, ambivalences and paradoxes, within the Erasmus 
programme as policy and everyday life. The aim of this study has thus not been to sabotage an 
interesting programme and development within education, but to raise a critical corrective 
towards a regime of truth (the EU’s discourse on education) that otherwise is left unprovoked.   
 
Through the textual analysis of the EU’s discourse within its policy documents, the EU’s power 
type has become apparent, as a soft power type that through appealing and seducing discourses, 
tries to shape the European youth, and persuade Member States to become engaged within the 
unionization of education and hereby help construct a strong unified Europe. This soft power 
type bases itself upon a discursive construction of rules of meaningfulness, norms and truths, 
made scientific and true through experts commentaries, scientifically conducted projects, surveys 
providing statistical knowledge and a constant repeating and reproduction of these results, 
through the authorship of the EU. By referring to the challenges of globalization, the EU has 
succeeded in positioning itself as the facilitator towards possible solutions. In this quest the 
Erasmus programme has become positioned as the flagship programme of the EU, as it is 
claimed only to bring successful results67. Through the positioning of the Erasmus programme as 
the realization of project Europe, the EU tries contesting the educational discourse of its Member 
                                                 
67 For instance the EU published ‘Erasmus success stories’ in 2007, which is a pamphlet with a series of positive first-hand student experiences 
with the Erasmus programme. Also at the celebration of the programmes 20th birthday, Margot Wallström, Vice President of the European 
Commission, said: “(…) you who have benefited from Europe can do something for Europe in return. You can be an "ambassador for Europe" – 
telling your friends and colleagues about the EU's achievements and sharing your enthusiasm for what it means to be a European.” (Wallström, 
2007). Not only is it hoped that the Erasmus programme will give birth to Europeans, it is also hoped that the students will refer to their stay as a 
positive European experience and hereby spread the gospel of the EU. Producing Europeans willing to work as ambassadors for the European 
project, is hoped to minimize the democratic deficit between the EU and its citizens and make the EU more relevant and important, thus enabling 
the EU to achieve more political power, - as the people that feel European, supposedly will support the European project. Further an ‘Erasmus 
Van’ started its tour around Europe, packed with former Erasmus students or ‘ambassadors for Europe’, it drove around Europe with the aim of 
spreading the gospel on the positive aspects of the Erasmus programme. José Manuel Barosso, president of the European Commission, and Ján 
Figel, commissioner in charge of Education & Training, also hailed the Erasmus programme for its ‘leading role as a driver for modernising 
Europe’s higher education systems’.(EAEA News, 2006-12-22). 
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States through creating knowledge and norms about the proper way of making educational 
policies, and hereby positioning itself in a powerful position. Further, through normative 
descriptions of the sort of processes the students engages (or should engage) in whilst on 
Erasmus, the EU creates an image of ‘the good Erasmus student’, hereby creating a pre-defined 
possibility space for manoeuvre for the students, the youth, to act within. The power type of the 
EU in the Erasmus programme hereby becomes a question of producing subjects in a manner 
that calls for the students’ identification with the ‘good Erasmus student’ as created by the EU. 
The EU’s policy on education thus seems to have a two-sided aim, the one being to position the 
EU as mediator, facilitator and solution-maker for developments within the unionization of 
education, and the other being to encourage the youth of Europe to become good Europeans, 
through actively engaging themselves within educational programmes in certain manners.  
 
Throughout the analysis of the everyday lives of the Erasmus students, the power type of the 
EU’s policies has not manifested itself visibly, as the students never refer directly to Europe or 
the EU, they are not surveyed, controlled or in direct communication with any European organ. 
Still, the structuring of the Erasmus students everyday lives around a limited time frame and the 
shaping of the students around a common subject position has made the EU’s power type present 
as a soft power type that concludes in ambivalence and paradoxes within the youth’s processes 
of subjection in their Erasmus position. The everyday life on Erasmus is the belonging to a 
temporary subject-position in a limited amount of time. It is being in a liquid space and time 
conditioned by postmodernity, where identification with other Erasmus students is facilitated by 
the organization of accommodation, language courses, and processes of othering between the 
host University and the Erasmus students. The students explain how the insecurities of being at a 
new place, within a new system, make them seek the comfort of companionship with people who 
share similar conditions. The analysis of the students’ processes of subjection within the Erasmus 
programme has thus shown that belonging to the EU, whilst being in a temporary outsider 
position and feeling at home somewhere else, is an ambivalent feeling, which creates solidarity, 
togetherness and exchange between the Erasmus students, but also results in processes of 
othering between the Erasmus students and the locals. This illustrates a youth at the frontlines of 
unionization who is flexible, adaptable and willing to re-negotiate meaning and norms and 
reshape their processes of becoming on their own terms, through placing themselves in-between 
social categories. But the analysis also shows a youth that has realized the limitations of their 
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momentary mobility, a youth that values belonging to places, as belonging means knowing the 
discursive rules of meaningfulness, which enables a possibility space for ‘becoming’ in less 
ambivalent ways. The EU’s soft modern power type thus both functions as planned and gets in 
the way of its own ambitions. - It creates an opportunity space for good Europeans to be 
produced whilst it results in the production of barriers between the mobile and the locals. The 
Erasmus programme hereby becomes both a realization of the ambitions of the EU and a 
contradiction, as the youth engage in European activities, whilst becoming disconnected from the 
society they visit. The Erasmus students are thus both momentary mobile, multilingual, 
adaptable and employable and students who experience the post-modern ambivalence of wanting 
to belong whilst not being able to do so.  
 
The paradox between the students fulfilling the objectives as wanted by the EU and their lack of 
participation, communication or exchange with the local community can be criticized as it 
manifests inherent troubles with the EU’s project. However, the former side of the paradox 
allows the story of Erasmus to be told positively by the students and the EU as there are 
exchanges going on, languages being taught and so on. However as this only happens within the 
temporary Erasmus community, it merely enables momentary exchange within the mobile 
students and does not include an engaging of the local communities within a European reality. 
For the past decades, The EU has been preoccupied with communicating the success of the 
Erasmus programme, as a programme that has lead the way towards European integration and 
educational development. As the analysis of this study has shown however, there is not 
necessarily any connection between mobility-programmes and exchange. In my opinion the 
biggest issue of the Erasmus programme is therefore the lack of mutual mobility. That is, in 
order for the Erasmus students to become involved with the local community and the University 
they visit, there needs to be a mutual interest in mobility. The local community and the host 
universities need to develop a genuine interest in embracing the Erasmus students, of making 
them feel welcome and introducing them to the ways of the Universities and societies they visit. 
In other words, the universities needs to counteract the post-modern conditions with a possibility 
space for manoeuvring in where temporality doesn’t equal the creation of parallel societies and 
where the Erasmus students’ need for togetherness is met by a local openness towards the 
newcomers.  
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Still the issue remains, that the societal changes as imposed by globalization and 
Europeanization, imposes difficult conditions for the possibilities of erasing the ambivalence 
within postmodernity. This creates a paradox between the EU as a political entity, who wishes to 
create togetherness within Europe, and the Europeans who realizes the difficulties of belonging 
to everyone and no-one at the same time. The Erasmus’s ambivalent everyday life demonstrates 
this paradox, as their processes of becoming Erasmus students conclude in a situation in which 
they feel relatively autonomous, and create a normality of not-belonging. Thus the students’ 
stories do not reproduce an image of a Europe united in diversity. Rather they live united in their 
togetherness of being on Erasmus and different from the locals, but once this collectiveness has 
passed, what remains might only be fond memories of parties, travels and a different system, 
difficult to become part of.  
 
Mobility is not a new phenomenon, but the political will to structure mobility as a technique 
towards shaping good European subjects and fulfilling a political project within the framework 
of the EU is. Rather than going on the classical grand tour, being mobile has thus become a 
political tool and the mobility programmes therefore occupy an important space in relation to 
European integration and the European project as a whole. Throughout this study, youth has been 
analysed as an experiential and a structural category, which has served as a bridging between 
policy and everyday life. This methodological gaze has served as a way of opening up the youth 
category as both shaped and shaping in a unionizing and globalizing postmodernity. This 
relationship between political will and everyday life has proved to be complex in youthscapes 
that are intermingled within multiple interconnections turning the youths processes of becoming 
into a process of processes within globalized, deterritorialized and context specific moments. 
Youthscapes at the frontlines of unionization must be understood in their complexities and 
political power types needs to be increasingly clever in their approach in order to filter through 
the interconnections that make up youthscapes in postmodernity, if they wish to govern this 
ungovernable youth. To this point analysing relationships between power-types and subjection 
processes, must consider contextual specificities, in order to grasp the complexity of the lived 
life of youth today, as youth position themselves within and between social categories, re-
negotiate meanings and develop relatively autonomous norms around their momentary subject 
positions.  
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8. Other Approaches and Perspectives Possible 
Throughout this study, the youth on Erasmus has been made visible as a paradox and an 
ambivalent group, a group spawned into postmodern conditions that both enables and disables 
certain actions and thoughts and, a group capable of reconfiguring, renegotiating and 
restructuring their possibilities. The theoretical gaze chosen has conditioned what I’ve been able 
to see and discuss throughout the study. By looking at the Erasmus programme through a 
Foucault inspired gaze, I’ve been able to look at power-knowledge formations within policy 
discourse, and I’ve considered the youth as subjects to the EU and to themselves. By being 
inspired by Foucault, I’ve thus made visible the relationship between the way the subjects are 
‘made’ through policies, and the way the subjects become in a policy-structured setting. 
However, as Foucault’s theoretical apparatus was brought to a halt, by his death in 1984, certain 
societal aspects of today affecting this kind of study, cannot be captured through a lens inspired 
only by Foucault. The globalized, Unionizing, multisited, deterritorialized youthscapes as 
ideological battleground is a far more interconnected matter than the perspective of Foucault 
could capture. Therefore I’ve brought other theories into the picture, which has refined and 
modernized the Foucauldian perspective, enabling a gaze upon youth as political site, at places as 
interconnected, at political processes as messy and at postmodernity as a condition for the 
processes of subjection in context. This perspective has allowed an analysis of the relationship 
between the EU’s policy on education and the everyday life on Erasmus, as the Erasmus position 
becomes a subject position for the youth of Europe to manoeuvre within.  
 
This perspective could have been enriched by a number of interdisciplinary, multisited 
discussions, which might have served as perspectives upon the perspective chosen. For the 
policy analysis, the changes, messiness and developments within the policies, could have been 
analysed through a sociological perspective upon movements and changes throughout the EU’s 
enlargement phases. A historical analysis of the global changes, forcing the EU to perform shifts 
in strategies and allow further enlargements, could also have served for a more comprehensive 
analysis of the educational policies connectedness to societal and financial changes. Further, it 
could have been interesting to follow the policy’s voyage from the EU to the way it is 
implemented in France. Following the shifts in policy from political decision, to practical 
implementation on national level and onwards to regional and institutional level could have 
provided a valuable perspective on France’s way of handling the Erasmus programme as 
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possibly different from the way other countries handle it. Further, an analysis of the French 
educational system and its societal, pedagogic, didactic, and historical specifics could have 
served as perspective upon the Erasmus students’ experiences, evaluations and understandings of 
the possibilities for dialogue, interaction and exchange within the system. Economic discussions 
of the French university’s possibilities for organizing the Erasmus experience could also have 
served as perspective upon the actual possibilities for engaging the Erasmus students. With 
interest this could have been compared to the Erasmus students’ educational, national and 
financial backgrounds, in order to build up a plateau for a sociological analysis of the 
implications of the unionization of higher education. Further, it could have been of interest to 
interview the locals, the French students, the teachers and the Erasmus organizers in order to get 
the ‘other’ side of the story, and better understand the relational character of the processes of 
othering.  
 
However, the gaze chosen has pointed to a number of paradoxes and ambivalences inherent in 
the Erasmus programme, which ought to be discussed further in order to optimize the 
possibilities and the potentials of the programme towards the structuring of possibility spaces 
within the frontlines of unionization. As formerly mentioned ‘mutual mobility’ as a concept, 
might be a key towards understanding the contextual problematics within the Erasmus 
programme. I conceptualize ‘mutual mobility’ as a movement based on common interest in one-
another in local contexts and institutions. The university I performed my empirical field work at 
was clearly interested in having an international profile, and described itself as a sort of melting 
pot. However, in its quest for embracing difference, and treating everyone as equals, the student-
biographies of the visiting students was negated and in consequence the students did not know 
how to engage themselves with the educational system. The Erasmus students did not know how 
to be good students in France, how to answer examination questions in accordance with what 
was expected, and did not achieve fruitful relations with the teachers or the local students. To 
this point, the university could have chosen to acknowledge difference as a potential barrier for 
communication and exchange, and have chosen to organize seminars where discussing the taken 
for grantedness in their educational do’s and don’ts was the theme. Alternatively the university 
could have chosen to see the difference the students came with, as potentially interesting for their 
own practice, and have organized seminars of exchange of ideas as to welcome the visiting 
students, and thus position itself as open towards change and exchange. The same sort of ‘good 
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intentions gone bad’ can also be mentioned for the ‘ghettoization’ of the Erasmus students in the 
university residences that were meant to provide the Erasmus students with a place to call home, 
but resulted in the creation of a parallel community with different sorts of temporary strangers. 
‘Mutual mobility’ as policy concept could in this case consist of the Erasmus organizers 
informing the Erasmus students of the differences between living on campus versus sharing an 
apartment with French locals. Alternatively an organization could communicate available rooms 
with French students or locals. Likewise language courses could be mutual, so that not only 
Erasmus students were to learn French, but the French students could also learn the languages of 
the Erasmus students.  
 
Processes of identification within similar institutionalized subject positions are powerful, and can 
cause ‘artificial’ divisions between people and groups. Creating an Erasmus position therefore 
both enables groupings and disables the possibility of others. As the unionization of education 
becomes an increasingly more popular political aim, the processes of reshaping youth and 
structuring their possibility spaces for manoeuvre at the frontlines of the unionization of 
education become more common. Following this study’s conclusions the popularization of the 
unionization of education can be predicted to create a youth that identifies with the European 
project, a youth that travels and is multilingual, and a youth that will someday enforce the 
European labour market as they are the European workers to be. However, it can also predict a 
youth that will have to live with the ambivalence of being liquid, whilst yearning for solidity.  
 
The methodological approach in this study has operated through a combination of policy and 
youth studies, which has proven useful as way of studying youth in a unionizing postmodernity. I 
have found this approach to operate in between the sometimes closed postmodern youth studies 
that tend to focus mainly on agency and therefore forget power, and policy studies which tend to 
focus mainly on issues of government and power, thus forgetting agency. By operating 
interdisciplinary between youth studies and policy studies, the relationship between the shaping 
and the reshaping of social categories can be further discussed. Consequently, imposing an 
interdisciplinary perspective on youth as social category might well serve as a new research 
agenda, as youth becomes an ideological battlefield within the unionization and globalization of 
education.   
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Appendix  
 
Historical outline of EU documents on education  
Outline of policy documents, studies, stories and surveys conducted by or paid by the EU, 
including brief summary.  
 
1951 
The Treaty establishing the 
European Coal and Steel 
Community (ECSC) 
 Article 56 of the ECSC Treaty included the task for the Community to finance the 
retraining of employees. 
1957 
Treaties of Rome (established 
the European Economic 
Community (EEC) and the 
European Atomic Energy 
Community (Euratom)) 
 Articles 7 and 9 of the Euratom Treaty provided for training programmes and 
suggested the establishment for a European university for the training of skilled workers. 
In the EEC Treaty several articles dealt with vocational training and education. Article 41 
foresaw the effective coordination of activities in the fields of vocational training and 
research. Article 50 proposed exchange programmes for young people and employees. 
Article 57 suggested mutual recognition of exam diplomas and qualifications. Article 118 
aimed at improving knowledge of European culture and history. Only vocational training 
was propose as legislative area for the EU.  
 
1963 
Council decision  
 Council decision of 2 April 1963 laying down general principles for implementing a 
common vocational training policy. Included the commitment to give all people adequate 
training in order to be able to exercise free choice of occupation and a place of work.  
1967  
Merger Treaty (established 
the European Communities 
(EC)) 
 The treaty fused the ECSC, EEC and Euratom, giving the EC a single council and a 
single commission. 
 
1971 
Educational ministers first 
meeting.  
 First meeting between educational ministers in the council of ministers, where they 
were representatives of their governments and acted on inter state level.  
1973 
The Janne report 
 
 The report made the equation between high levels of education, and a sound economy, 
which was the argument for developing a community policy on education. Further it was 
stressed that a European dimension should be implemented in education in Europe, but 
that European nationalism should be avoided. With respect for the national education 
structures ‘the necessary’ harmonization was wanted, as well as language learning.  
 1974 
 ‘Education in the European 
community’. Communication 
from the Commission to the 
Council, presented on 11 
March, 1974 
 
 
 The initial proposals for creating an education program for the European Community 
were presented in this report. The main themes identified as starting points were (1) 
mobility in education, including the mobility of students, teaching and research staffs, and 
education and youth administrators; (2) the education of the children of migrant workers; 
(3) movement toward a European dimension in education which involves the learning of 
foreign languages, the study of Europe, collaboration between institutions of higher 
education, and the idea of the European Schools; and (4) relations with the Council of 
Europe, Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), and 
UNESCO. 
 105 
1974 
 Resolution of the ministers of 
Education on co-operation in 
the field of education 
The resolution stated that cooperation within the field of education was to be 
based on the principles of gradual harmonization of economic and social politics; 
education must under no circumstances only be considered a part of economic life. 
Education should respect the national structures and systems; therefore harmonization is 
not an aim in itself. The cooperation was set to involve the following action areas; 
creating better possibilities for cultural and vocational education; larger agreement 
within educational systems in Europe; production of documentation and statistical 
material concerning education; enhanced cooperation between higher education 
systems; improved possibilities for academic recognition of degrees and studies; 
improving the mobility for teachers, students and researchers; creating full access to all 
sorts of education for everyone. 
1976  
Resolution of the Council and 
of the Ministers of Education, 
meeting within the Council, 
of 9 February 1976 
comprising an action 
programme in the field of 
education. 
 
The resolution stated that an Education Committee should be set up consisting 
of representatives of the Member States and of the Commission. The Committee should 
coordinate and have oversight of the implementation of the programme. The 
Commission should act in agreement with the Education Committee. The action 
programme included providing better facilities for the education and training of 
nationals and the children of nationals of other Member States of the Communities and 
of non-member countries. This included exchange of information and experience 
concerning the organization of suitable types of teaching. This was to be done through a 
limited number of pilot schemes. These included educational research; the promotion of 
mutual understanding; creation of the European dimension; improving cooperation; 
mobility; the circulation of information between those responsible for education and 
those receiving it at alls levels; increasing the possibilities for the academic recognition 
of diplomas and study periods and studies carried out; enabling the greatest possible 
number of students to learn the languages of the Community; the achievement of equal 
opportunity for free access to all forms of education them within the educational 
systems .  
1983  
Solemn declaration on 
European Union, Stuttgart 19 
June 1983.  
 
On 19 June 1983 in Stuttgart, the ten Heads of State or Government of the 
Member States of the European Communities, meeting within the European Council, 
signed the Solemn Declaration on European Union. In paragraph 3.3 Cultural cooperation, 
the EU’s policy on education was mentioned, the aim was; to develop the activities of the 
European Foundation and the European University Institute in Florence; closer 
cooperation between establishments of higher education, including exchanges of teachers 
and students; intensified exchanges of experience, particularly among young people, and 
development of the teaching of the languages of the Member States of the Community;  
improving the level of knowledge about other Member States of the Community and of 
information on Europe's history and culture so as to promote a European awareness. 
1983 
European schoolbook 
Commission 
The parliament suggested ensuring that, for instance, history books have a 
‘European format’ in order to eliminate national prejudice, provide greater knowledge of 
the EC, and promote the European ideal in schools.  
1983 
The NARIC network (1984-
2006) 
The National Academic Recognition Information Centres in the European Union 
(NARIC) network aims to improve academic recognition of diplomas and periods of 
study.  
1984 
Council  
The Fontainebleau European Council of 25 and 26 June 1984 emphasised the 
need to adopt measures designed to strengthen and promote the identity and the image of 
the European Community among its citizens and in the world and decided to set up an ad 
hoc committee to make preparations for and coordinate such activities (see ‘A People's 
Europe'). 
1985 
Adonnino Report 
Report from the ad hoc Committee on a People's Europe To the European 
Council, Brussels, 29 and 30 March 1985. The report deals with topics relating to the 
'people's Europe': (i) freedom of movement for Community citizens, (ii) freedom of 
movement of goods, including transport services, (iii) administrative formalities for 
border-area traffic, (iv) wider opportunities for employment and residence. The aim of the 
was to propose arrangements which would be of direct relevance to Community citizens 
and which will visibly offer them tangible benefits in their everyday lives. Emphasis is laid 
on arrangements which have a realistic chance of being implemented in the relatively short 
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term. 
1986 
SEA 
The Single European Act, Luxembourg, 17 February 1986. The Single European 
Act (SEA) was the first major revision of the Treaty of Rome that formally established the 
single European market and the European Political Cooperation 
1987  
Action programme 
ERASMUS 1987-2006 
 European Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of European Students. 
 
  
1987 
Action Programme ARION, 
1987-2006 
 Community Action of study visits for education specialists and decision makers, in 
1995 ARION became part of the Socrates programme. 
 
1988 
Council resolution on the 
European Dimension in 
education  
 The Resolution defined the European dimension as the EC’s ambition to; increase 
young peoples sense of being European; improve their knowledge of the EC; create greater 
awareness of the advantages of being part of the EC as well as of the challenges. 
1988 
Action programme YES 
 Youth for Europe Action Programme, 1988-1994. 
 
1988 
Action programme PETRA 
 Promotion of vocational training of young people and preparation for adult life. 1988-
91, 1992-94 
1988 
Action programme IRIS 
 Networking between vocational training projects for women, 1988-93, 1994-98 
1990 
Action programme LINGUA 
Promotion of language competence within teacher education, secondary and higher 
education and vocational training. 1990-2006 
1990 
Action programme TEMPUS 
 Trans-European Mobility Scheme for University Studies. 1990-1994 
1990 
Action programme JEAN-
MONET 
 European integration in University studies was initiated at the request of universities. 
The aim was to facilitate the introduction of European integration studies in Universities 
by means of start-up subsidies.  
1991 
Action programme FORCE 
 Designed to promote continuous vocational training, 1991-94. 
 
  
1991 
Survey of the 1988-89 
Erasmus students 
 ‘Learning in Europe. The ERASMUS Experience’, the survey is based on replies to a 
written questionnaire by 3212 Erasmus students. The questionnaire comprises questions 
from the students biographies, their experiences and their financial resources etc. almost 
all of the students considered a study period in another EC country as an academically and 
culturally worthwhile experience.  
1992 
The Maastricht Treaty 
(Treaty on European Union) 
 Article 126 and 127 deals with education, and state the following;  
ARTICLE 126 
 
1. The Community shall contribute to the development of quality education by 
encouraging co-operation between Member States and, if necessary, by supporting and 
supplementing their action, while fully respecting the responsibility of the Member States 
for the content of teaching and the organization of education systems and their cultural 
and linguistic diversity. 
 
2. Community action shall be aimed at: - developing the European dimension in 
education, particularly through the teaching and dissemination of the languages of the 
Member States; 
encouraging mobility of students and teachers, inter alia by encouraging the academic 
recognition of diplomas and periods of study;  promoting co-operation between 
educational establishments;  developing exchanges of information and experience on 
issues common to the education systems of the Member States;  encouraging the 
development of youth exchanges and of exchanges of socioeducational instructors;  
encouraging the development of distance education.  
 
3. The Community and the Member States shall foster co-operation with third countries 
and the competent international organizations in the field of education, in particular the 
Council of Europe. 
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4. In order to contribute to the achievement of the objectives referred to in this Article, the 
Council:  acting in accordance with the procedure referred to in Article 189b, after 
consulting the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of the Regions, shall 
adopt incentive measures, excluding any harmonization of the laws and regulations of the 
Member States;  acting by a qualified majority on a proposal from the Commission, shall 
adopt recommendations. 
 
ARTICLE 127 
1. The Community shall implement a vocational training policy which shall support and 
supplement the action of the Member States, while fully respecting the responsibility of the 
Member States for the content and organization of vocational training. 
 
2. Community action shall aim to: facilitate adaptation to industrial changes, in particular 
through vocational training and retraining;  improve initial and continuing vocational 
training in order to facilitate vocational integration and reintegration into the labour 
market;  facilitate access to vocational training and encourage mobility of instructors and 
trainees and particularly young people;  stimulate co-operation on training between 
educational or training establishments and firms; develop exchanges of information and 
experience on issues common to the training systems of the Member States. 
 
3. The Community and the Member States shall foster co-operation with third countries 
and the competent international organizations in the sphere of vocational training. 
 
4. the Council, acting in accordance with the procedure referred to in Article 189cand 
after consulting the Economic and Social Committee, shall adopt measures to contribute 
to the achievement of the objectives referred to in this Article, excluding any 
harmonization of the laws and regulations of the Member States.’ 
1993 
White Paper 
 ‘Growth, competitiveness, employment. The challenges and ways forward into the 
21st century’. The paper arguments that training and education develop the individual, and 
the values of citizenship, as well as having a key role to play in stimulating growth and 
restoring competitiveness and a socially acceptable level of employment in the 
Community.  
1993 
Green Paper 
 ‘Green paper on the European Dimension of Education’. Commission of the European 
Communities. This Green Paper on ”The European dimension of education" is intended to 
provide the basis for a consideration of the possible future directions of action at 
Community level in the field of education. The Article 126 of the new Treaty paved the 
way for more community action, which this paper takes very seriously 
1994 
Tempus II 
 Trans European Mobility Scheme for University Students, 1944-1988 
1995 
Green Paper 
 ‘Green Paper on Innovation’, the Commission, December, 1995.  The paper identifies 
a lack of innovative potential in European economies. 
1995 
White paper 
 ‘White paper on education and Training: Teaching and learning – Towards the 
Learning Society’. The paper discusses the way towards the development of knowledge 
and skills, and announces the objectives of creating skill accreditation and recognition 
across Europe, linking educational institutions and businesses, and evaluating investment 
in education and training.  
1995 
Socrates programme 
 Establishing the Community action programme "Socrates". Council Decision of 14 
March 1995-1999. Socrates is the framework programme for the EC’s action programmes.  
1995 
Action programme Leonardo 
Da Vinci 
 Leonardo is the framework programme for vocational training.  
 
 
1995 
Action programme YES 
 1995-1999. Youth for Europe Programme, with the objective to contribute to the 
education of young people outside school systems. 
1996 
European Year of lifelong 
learning.  
The objective with the year was to make the European public aware of the 
importance of lifelong learning, to foster better cooperation between education and 
training structures and the business community, and to help establish ea European Area of 
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lifelong learning through the academic and vocational recognition of qualifications within 
the EU. 
1996 
Green Paper 
 Training – Research – The obstacles to mobility. The paper analyzed the legal, 
administrative and socio-economic, linguistic and practical obstacles to mobility.  
1996 
Action Programme EVS 
 European Voluntary Service for young people. The programme had the purpose to 
encourage recognition of the value of informal formative experiences for which there is a 
validation system at European level and to encourage a spirit of initiative, creativity, and 
solidarity amongst young people in order to promote their integration into society. 
1997 
Treaty of Amsterdam  
 Treaty of Amsterdam amending the Treaty on European Union, the Treaties 
establishing the European Communities and certain related acts.  The Treaty implemented 
no changes to paragraphs 126 and 127, but they were from heron called 149 and 150. The 
treaty implemented greater influence in the area of vocational training for the European 
Parliament, and simplified the procedures for decision making.  Also a declaration 
encouraging people to engage in lifelong learning and acquire high levels of education was 
included.  
1997 
‘Towards a Europe of 
knowledge’ 
Communication from the Commission. The purpose of this Communication is to 
set out the guidelines for future Community action in the areas of education, training and 
youth for the period 2000-2006. The communication provides the framework for 
mobilising the effort to make a reality of the idea of lifelong learning, which was at the 
heart of the European Year devoted to this theme in 1996. Three dimensions of the 
European educational area should be emphasized: the citizens of Europe will be able to 
develop their fund of knowledge, and this area will facilitate an enhancement of 
citizenship and the development of employability through the acquisition of competencies 
made necessary through changes in work and its organisation. Six main types of action 
were envisaged: physical mobility of learners and teachers, virtual mobility and the 
various uses of new information and communication technologies, the development of 
cooperation networks at European level, the promotion of language and cultural skills, the 
development of innovation through pilot projects based on transnational partnerships, the 
continuing improvement of Community sources of reference with regard to the education, 
training and youth systems and policies of the Member States. 
1998 
Sorbonne declaration  
 Sorbonne Joint Declaration Joint declaration on harmonisation of the architecture of 
the European higher education system by the four Ministers in charge for France, 
Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom, Paris, the Sorbonne, May 1998. This declaration 
was signed, and decided upon, outside an EU forum.  
1998 
Communication 
 Commission communication – ‘Learning on the information society: Action plan for a 
European education initiative’, 1996-1998.  
1998 
Council recommendation  
 Council Recommendation on European cooperation in quality assurance in higher 
education. The Council of the European Union recommended to Member States that they 
establish transparent quality assessment and quality assurance systems in the field of 
higher education. The aim was to safeguard and improve the quality of higher education 
while taking due account of national conditions, the European dimension and international 
requirements. The systems of quality assessment and quality assurance must be based on 
the following principles: autonomy and independence of the bodies responsible for quality 
assessment and quality assurance;  relating evaluation procedures to the way institutions 
see themselves;  internal (self-reflective) and external (experts' appraisals) assessment; 
involvement of all the players (teaching staff, administrators, students, alumni, social 
partners, professional associations, inclusion of foreign experts);  publication of evaluation 
reports.  
1998 
Action programme TEMPUS 
II 
 Renewal of the Trans-European Mobility Scheme for University studies.  
1999 
Bologna Declaration 
The European Higher Education Area. The Bologna Declaration of 19 June 1999 
Joint declaration of the European Ministers of Education. A commitment freely made by 
29 European Countries, in order to establish the European area of higher education and to 
promote the European system of higher education world-wide. The objectives were to 
adopt a system of easily readable and comparable degrees, also through the 
implementation of the Diploma Supplement, in order to promote European citizens 
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employability and the international competitiveness of the European higher education 
system. Adopt a system essentially based on two main cycles, undergraduate and graduate. 
The establishment of a system of credits - such as in the ECTS system – as a proper means 
of promoting the most widespread student mobility. Credits could also be acquired in non-
higher education contexts, including lifelong learning, provided they are recognised by 
receiving Universities concerned. Promotion of mobility by overcoming obstacles to the 
effective exercise of free movement with particular attention to:  for students, access to 
study and training opportunities and to related services. Promotion of European co-
operation in quality assurance with a view to developing comparable criteria and 
methodologies. Promotion of the necessary European dimensions in higher education, 
particularly with regards to curricular development, inter institutional co-operation, 
mobility schemes and integrated programmes of study, training and research. 
2000 
Action Programme Socrates 
II 
Decision of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing the second 
phase of the Community programme in the field of education "SOCRATES". 2000-2006 
 
2000 
Action programme  
LEONARDO DA VINCI - Renewal of the programme 
2000 
Action programme  
YOUTH - Renewal of the programme. 
 
2000 
Action programme  
TEMPUS III - Renewal of the programme. 
2000 
Lisbon European Council, 
23-24 March 
 
The European Council held a special meeting on 23-24 March 2000 in Lisbon to 
agree a new strategic goal for the Union in order to strengthen employment, economic 
reform and social cohesion as part of a knowledge-based economy. The Union set itself a 
new strategic goal for the next decade: to become the most competitive and dynamic 
knowledge-based economy in the world capable of sustainable economic growth with 
more and better jobs and greater social cohesion. Achieving this goal requires an overall 
strategy aimed at: preparing the transition to a knowledge-based economy and society by 
better policies for the information society and R&D, as well as by stepping up the process 
of structural reform for competitiveness and innovation and by completing the internal 
market; modernising the European social model, investing in people and combating social 
exclusion; sustaining the healthy economic outlook and favourable growth prospects by 
applying an appropriate macro-economic policy mix. Implementing this strategy will be 
achieved by improving the existing processes, introducing a new open method of 
coordination at all levels, coupled with a stronger guiding and coordinating role for the 
European Council to ensure more coherent strategic direction and effective monitoring of 
progress. 
2000 
Lisbon Launch Conference, a 
working paper  
Lisbon Launch Conference, March 2000. Implementing Lifelong learning for 
Active Citizenship in a Europe of knowledge. The working paper stated that a Citizens' 
Europe through lifelong learning must be built. The steps forward were to develop 
indicators and benchmarking for lifelong learning; to nominate an expert group to develop 
indicators and set targets for education, training and lifelong learning within the terms of 
the Luxembourg Process Employment Guidelines. Within this a Task Force on Measuring 
Lifelong Learning was established by EUROSTAT.  
2000 
Resolution 
Resolution of the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of the 
Member States, meeting within the Council, of 14 December 2000, concerning an action 
plan for mobility. The key objective of this resolution is to define a European strategy to 
foster the mobility of young people, students, teachers and training and research staff 
within the Union, with a view to constructing a genuine European area of knowledge. The 
plan has three major objectives: define and democratise mobility in Europe; promote 
appropriate forms of funding; increase mobility and improve the conditions for it. 
2000 
Memorandum 
A Memorandum on Lifelong Learning. This Memorandum opens by stating the 
case for implementing lifelong learning. It argues that promoting active citizenship and 
promoting employability are equally important and interrelated aims for lifelong learning. 
Member States agree on its priority, but have been slow to take concerted action. Further it 
argues that the scale of current economic and social change in Europe demands a 
fundamentally new approach to education and training.  Lifelong learning is the common 
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umbrella under which all kinds of teaching and learning should be united. Putting lifelong 
learning into practice demands that everyone work together effectively – both as 
individuals and in organisations. Six key messages offers a structured framework for an 
open debate on putting lifelong learning into practice. The key messages suggest that a 
comprehensive and coherent lifelong learning strategy for Europe should aim to: guarantee 
universal and continuing access to learning for gaining and renewing the skills needed for 
sustained participation in the knowledge society; visibly raise levels of investment in 
human resources in order to place priority on Europe’s most important asset – its people; 
develop effective teaching and learning methods and contexts for the continuum of 
lifelong and lifewide learning; significantly improve the ways in which learning 
participation and outcomes are understood and appreciated, particularly non-formal and 
informal learning; ensure that everyone can easily access good quality information and 
advice about learning opportunities throughout Europe and throughout their lives; provide 
lifelong learning opportunities as close to learners as possible, in their own communities 
and supported through ICT-based facilities wherever appropriate. 
2001 
Presidency conclusions 
Stockholm  
 The conclusion regarding education was the objective to improve basic skills, 
particularly IT and digital skills. The priority of the EU was to become the most 
competitive and dynamic knowledge based economy in the world. This priority includes 
education policies and lifelong learning as well as overcoming the present shortfall in the 
recruitment of scientific and technical staff. A knowledge based economy necessitates a 
strong general education in order to further support labour mobility and lifelong learning. 
The council and the commission collaborate in the development of a detailed work 
programme on the objectives of education and training systems.  
2001 
Report from the Education 
Council to the European 
Council 
The Concrete Future Objectives of Education and Training Systems Adopted by 
the Education Council, February 12, 2001, and transmitted to the Stockholm Summit. The 
Ministers of Education adopted the following concrete strategic objectives for the coming 
ten years. Increasing the quality and effectiveness of education and training systems in the 
European Union; Facilitating the access of all to the education and training systems; 
Opening up education and training systems to the wider world 
2001  
Education Policies and 
European Governance 
Contribution to the Interservice Groups on European Governance, Anders J. 
Hingel (Development of Educational Policies). Includes a brief history of education 
policies within the EU.  
2001 
Communication from the 
commission  
‘Making a European Area of lifelong learning a reality’.  This Communication 
contributes to the establishment of a European area of lifelong learning, the aims of which 
are both to empower citizens to move freely between learning settings, jobs, regions and 
countries, making the most of their knowledge and competences, and to meet the goals and 
ambitions of the European Union and the candidate countries to be more prosperous, 
inclusive, tolerant and democratic. 
2001 
Treaty of Nice 
Did not bring any changes to the paragraphs concerning education.  
2002 
Commission working paper 
With a view to the summit in Copenhagen, the Commission accordingly proposes 
a series of measures in the political sphere, on migration, in the economic, trade and social 
fields, on finance, on the environment and on people-to-people relations. The document 
proposes the objective of engaging in an exchange of views on human resource 
development, educational exchanges and the concept of lifelong learning. 
2002 
Council resolution on lifelong 
learning.  
 Council resolution on lifelong learning of 27 June 2002. The resolution states that 
education and training are an indispensable means for promoting social cohesion, active 
citizenship, personal and professional fulfilment, adaptability and employability. Lifelong 
learning facilitates free mobility for European citizens and allows the achievement of the 
goals and aspirations of European Union countries (i.e. to become more prosperous, 
competitive, tolerant and democratic). It should enable all persons to acquire the necessary 
knowledge to take part as active citizens in the knowledge society and the labour market. 
With the resolution the Council invites member states and the commission to engage in the 
work toward ensuring lifelong learning.  
2002 
Commission report 
European report on Quality indicators of lifelong learning: Fifteen quality 
indicators - The decision to use specific quantitative and qualitative data as ‘indicators’ is 
increasingly being taken at a high political level with a view to giving signals, to evaluate, 
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promote dialogue and support planning in the field of education and training. The role of 
indicators could for example be: - to describe the present situation, - to quantify the 
objectives which have been set, - to provide continuous updates on progress towards 
certain objectives or, - to provide insights into which factors might have contributed to 
achieving results. The fifteen quality indicators are contained in the four areas (A-D) of the 
report. Area A: Skills, Competencies and Attitudes. 1. Literacy 2. Numeracy 3. New Skills 
in the Learning Society 4. Learning-to-Learn Skills 5. Active Citizenship Cultural and 
Social Skills. Area B: Access and Participation 6. Access to Lifelong Learning 7. 
Participation in Lifelong Learning Area C: Resources for Lifelong Learning 8. Investment 
in Lifelong Learning 9. Educators and Training 10. ICT in Learning Area D: Strategies 
and System Development 11. Strategies of Lifelong Learning 12. Coherence of Supply 13. 
Counselling and Guidance 14. Accreditation and Certification 15. Quality Assurance 
2002 
Towards a knowledge-based 
Europe. The European Union 
and the information society 
Manuscript for information brochure for the general public European 
Commission, Directorate General for Press and Communication, October 2002. The 
publication argues that in order to operate profitably in today’s global marketplace; 
businesses rely on information and communication technologies. So information and 
communication technologies (ICTs) have become enabling technologies. In other words, 
they underpin the competitiveness and smooth operation of all sectors of the economy. 
Greater use of ICT’s therefore boosts growth and competitiveness. But you do not achieve 
a strong, competitive economy simply by incorporating digital technologies into 
manufacturing or services: you also need highly skilled workers to operate the new 
systems, and digitally literate consumers to buy the new goods and services. That means 
training and education for people of all ages. So you’re competitiveness depends on how 
much you invest in people. Making ICT, and education cooperation an important equation.  
2002 
Official Journal of the 
European Communities 
Detailed work programme on the follow-up of the objectives of Education and 
training systems in Europe. The work programme argues that in order to achieve the goal 
of becoming the most competitive knowledge economy in the world the EU must draw on 
policy cooperation using the new method of cooperation (OMC).  
2003 
Official Journal of the 
European Communities 
Official Journal of the European Union of 25 November 2003 on the ‘Development of 
human capital for social cohesion and competitiveness in the knowledge society’.  The 
publication argues that the role of education and training is a fundamental factor in social and 
economic development; it is possible to consider financial interventions in these fields as an 
investment rather than a cost and to envisage innovative ways of developing research and 
innovation; human capital is in fact a lever for social cohesion and economic growth. 
2003 
Communication from the 
commission  
‘The role of the universities in the Europe of knowledge’. The Communication 
seeks to start a debate on the role of Universities1 within the knowledge society and 
economy in Europe and on the conditions under which they will be able to effectively play 
that role. The knowledge society depends for its growth on the production of new 
knowledge, its transmission through education and training, its dissemination through 
information and communication technologies, and on its use through new industrial 
processes or services. Universities are unique, in that they take part in all these processes, 
at their core, due to the key role they play in the three fields of research and exploitation of 
its results, thanks to industrial cooperation and spin-off; education and training, in 
particular training of researchers; and regional and local development, to which they can 
contribute significantly. 
2004 
Presidency review 
 Extracts from Presidency Conclusions on the Lisbon Strategy by theme. European 
Councils: Lisbon (March 2000) to Brussels (2004), 2004. ‘A Mid-Term Review’. The 
review argues that the continuing validity and relevance of the Lisbon process is not in 
doubt. The mid-term review considers how the Lisbon targets can best be met, particularly 
in light of enlargement. 
2004 
Final Report for the European 
Commission 
 Study on Access to Education and Training –Tender. In December 2004 ECOTEC 
Research and Consulting was commissioned by the European Commission to undertake a 
study on access to education and training in Europe and to take stock of the progress since 
Lisbon. The overall objective of the contract is to: “contribute to the programme 
Education & Training 2010 via supporting the statistical and analytical work linked to it 
as regards the theme of access to education and training.” The specific objective is to get 
an insight into access to pre-school, higher education and adult education and training in 
Europe. 
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2004 
Council and commission 
report 
"Education & Training 2010" The success of the Lisbon Strategy Hinges on 
Urgent Reforms. Joint interim report of the Council and the Commission on the 
implementation of the detailed work programme on the follow-up of the objectives of 
education and training systems in Europe. 
2005 
Commission publication  
Proposal for a recommendation of the European Parliament and of the council on 
key competences for lifelong learning. The Recommendation proposed here therefore 
presents a European reference tool for key competences and suggests how access to these 
competences can be ensured for all citizens through lifelong learning More concretely, its 
objectives are to: Identify and define the key competences necessary for personal 
fulfillment, social cohesion and employability in a knowledge society. Support Member 
States' work on ensuring that by the end of initial education and training young people 
have developed the key competences to a level that equips them for adult life, and develop 
and update them throughout their lives. Provide a European level reference tool, the 
annexed Key Competences for Lifelong Learning - a European Reference Framework. 
2005 
Council conclusion  
Conclusions of the Council and of the Representatives of the Governments of the 
Member States, meeting within the Council, on the role of the development of skills and 
competences in taking forward the Lisbon goals. 
2005 
Working document for the 
commission staff. 
 ‘Towards a European Qualifications Framework for Lifelong Learning’. Commission 
Staff working document. 
2005  
Communication from the 
Commission 
 ‘Mobilising the brainpower of Europe: enabling universities to make their full 
contribution to the Lisbon Strategy’. The publication argues that Europe must strengthen 
the three poles of its knowledge triangle: education, research and innovation. Universities 
are essential in all three. Investing more and better in the modernisation and quality of 
universities is a direct investment in the future of Europe and Europeans.  
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2006 
European quality charter for 
mobility 
Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 December 2006 on 
transnational mobility within the Community for education and training purposes: 
European Quality Charter for Mobility (Text with EEA relevance). This guidance consists 
of ten principles implemented on a voluntary and flexible basis, being adaptable to the 
nature and peculiarities of each stay. These principles are: 
 Information and guidance: every candidate should have access to clear and reliable 
sources of information and guidance on mobility and the conditions in which it can be 
taken up, including details of the Charter itself and the roles of sending and hosting 
organisations;  
 Learning plan: a plan is drawn up and signed by the sending and hosting 
organisations and participants before every stay for education or training purposes. It 
must describe the objectives and expected outcomes, the means of achieving them, 
and evaluation, and must also take account of reintegration issues;  
 Personalisation: mobility must fit in with personal learning pathways, skills and 
motivation of participants, and should develop or supplement them;  
 General preparation: before departure, participants should receive general 
preparation tailored to their specific needs and covering linguistic, pedagogical, legal, 
cultural or financial aspects;  
 Linguistic aspects: language skills make for more effective learning, intercultural 
communication and a better understanding of the host country's culture. Arrangements 
should therefore include a pre-departure assessment of language skills, the possibility 
of attending courses in the language of the host country and/or language learning and 
linguistic support and advice in the host country;  
 Logistical support: this could include providing participants with information and 
assistance concerning travel arrangements, insurance, the portability of government 
grants and loans, residence or work permits, social security and any other practical 
aspects;  
 Mentoring: the hosting organisation should provide mentoring to advise and help 
participants throughout their stay, also to ensure their integration;  
 Recognition: if periods of study or training abroad are an integral part of a formal 
study or training programme, the learning plan must mention this, and participants 
should be provided with assistance regarding recognition and certification. For other 
types of mobility, and particularly those in the context of non-formal education and 
training, certification by an appropriate document, such as the Europass , is necessary;  
 Reintegration and evaluation: on returning to their country of origin, participants 
should receive guidance on how to make use of the competences acquired during their 
stay and, following a long stay, any necessary help with reintegration. Evaluation of 
the experience acquired should make it possible to assess whether the aims of the 
learning plan have been achieved;  
 Commitments and responsibilities: the responsibilities arising from these quality 
criteria must be agreed and, in particular, confirmed in writing by all sides (sending 
and hosting organisations and participants). 
2007  Implementing Lifelong Learning for Active Citizenship in a Europe of Knowledge’ 
Directorate General for Education and Culture of the European Commission Working 
Paper, 2007 
 
2007  Wallström, Margot, Vice President of the European Commission responsible for 
Institutional relations and Communication strategy: ‘Happy Birthday, Erasmus! 20th 
anniversary of the Erasmus programme’ Brussels, 18 January 2007 
2007  Erasmus @ 20: the Commission launches the celebrations for the anniversary of its 
flagship education programme. 
2007  ERASMUS Success Stories. Europe creates opportunities.  
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2007  
Lifelong Learning 
Programme 2007-2013 
 
The programme states: The European Union (EU) is reaching a significant 
number of its citizens directly through its education and training programmes. The general 
objective of the lifelong learning programme is to contribute towards the development of 
the Community as an advanced knowledge society in accordance with the objectives of the 
Lisbon strategy. By supporting and supplementing action by the Member States, it aims to 
foster interchange, cooperation and mobility between education and training systems 
within the Community so that they become a world quality reference. To flesh out this 
general objective, the programme pursues specific objectives concerning lifelong learning 
in the EU which aim to:  
 contribute to the development of quality lifelong learning, and to promote high 
performance, innovation and the European dimension in systems and practices;  
 support the realisation of a European area of lifelong learning; 
 help improve the quality, attractiveness and accessibility of the opportunities for 
lifelong learning;  
 reinforce their contribution to social cohesion, active citizenship, intercultural 
dialogue, gender equality and personal fulfilment;  
 help promote creativity, competitiveness, employability and the growth of an 
entrepreneurial spirit;  
 contribute to increased participation in lifelong learning by people of all ages, 
including those with special needs and disadvantaged groups;  
 promote language learning and linguistic diversity;  
 support the development of ICT-based resources;  
 reinforce their role in creating a sense of European citizenship based on respect for 
European values and tolerance and respect for other peoples and cultures;  
 Promote co-operation in quality assurance in all sectors of education and training; 
 Improve their quality by encouraging the best use of results, innovative products and 
processes and the exchange of good practice.  
2008 Higher education celebrates 21 years of mobility, cooperation. 
 
 
Interview quotes in French  
« Parce que a Bologne j'étais étudiant premièrement (…) Moi l’Erasmus en fait, le climat qu’on 
entend sur l’Erasmus, pff… Il y a aussi un film français sur ça, c’est l’auberge espagnole. Et tout 
le monde m’en a parle de ça au début, et moi j’étais dégoûte, non je ne veux pas être comme ça.» 
Katia, 2007 
 
« (…) un environnement qui, bien que involontairement, crées une rapide sociabilité, peut-être 
souvent en danger de rester plutôt superficielle. Tout le monde accepte l’extraordinaireté du 
période qu’on passe là-bas, ce que fait qu’on s’intéresse aux autres ‘colocataires’ dans la 
mesure dont ils contribuent à enrichir la vie du couloir où du bâtiment. C’est clair que, de ce 
fait, t’est colocataire de tout le monde et de personne au même temps. » Carlo, 2007 
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« Et après j ai trouve que il y avait une ambiance très très serrait que avec les étudiants, que les 
étudiants ils avaient une identité d’Erasmus. On a presque une identité d’Erasmus la bas. Alors 
je suis venu ici et voila ici je suis Katia, je suis une personne qui vit la, qui voit la ville, aussi les 
différents milieux de la ville. Les travailleurs, les chômeurs, les étudiants. C’est beaucoup plus 
complet comme expérience. » Katia, 2007 
 
« Les français en générale, on les voit dans la cite universitaire, si tu va dans les couloirs, les 
français ils se connaissent entre eux, mais on les voit presque jamais les français. Eux ils sont la, 
« ces Erasmus c’est des fous ». Sincèrement ils nous ont dis ça quoi. » Arnaud, 2007 
 
« (…)  je ne veux pas être Erasmus. Parce que tout le monde sait que tu es seulement ici pour 
quelque mois. En plus ce qui m’énerve très très très, c’est que on dit Erasmus Orgasmus. Parce 
que tout le monde te traite, les gens traite des Erasmus pas trop sérieux, pour le plus part des 
gens, je ne sais pas. Pour beaucoup de gens c’est le temps pour t’amuser et profiter, donc je 
trouve aussi que pour les profs. Ils pensent que nous ne sommes pas des vraies étudiantes. 
Erasmus est des gens qui vont a l’université, qui essaye de comprendre, mais comprends peut 
être seulement la moitié, et ça c’est bon. (…)J’ai l’impression que c’est les gens qui me distingue 
comme ça, que c’est tout le monde qui dit ça. Je ne sais pas. » Alina, 2007 
 
« Parfois il y en a des professeurs qui n’apprécient pas de la différence. A ce propos l’étudiant  
Erasmus est un anthropologue, qui encontre les différences. L’étudiant se rend compte que les 
gens à l’intérieure d’un système, ont souvent du mal à verbaliser leur spécificité. » Carlo, 2007 
 
« Pour moi la différence est qu’ici, je n’ai pas la pression d’être un bon étudiant. Ici les notes ne 
comptent pas pour moi, mais en Allemagne ils comptent. Et aussi quand tu as des relations 
bonnes avec des profs. En Allemagne je connais des profs bien, et pour ça tu es aussi un peut 
presser, parce que les profs alors demande plus de toi, que des autres. » Ida 2007 
 
